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1. Introduction : 

On September 24 , 1964, the Warren Commission nublished its report 
which concluded that Lee Harvey Oswald, a deranged loner, was solely 
responsible for the assassination of President John Fitzgerald Kennedy 
m Dealey Plaza, Dallas, Texas, on November 22, 1963 . The Warren Report 
stated that no indication of a conspiracy has been found, and that if 
evidence of any such conspiracy existed it was "beyond the reach of all 
the investigative agencies and resources of the United States". It is of 
significance in the context of this paper that among the 26 volumes of 
supporting documentation published by the Commission were three "official" 
transcripts of radio transmissions over the Dallas Police radio on the 
day of the assassination. While all three transcripts differed significantly, 
the Commission published all three without ever Questioning the many 
discrepancies. 

The final report of the United States' House of Representatives Select 
Committee on Assassinations, the HSCA, was published on July 29 , 1 979 . 

This second official investigation into the Kennedy assassination found 
that President Kennedy was "probably assassinated as a result of a 
conspiracy", although Lee Harvey Oswald did fire three of the four shots, 
and he fired the shot which actually killed the President. The HSCA's 
report stated that "scientific acoustical evidence establishes a high 
probability that two gunmen fired" at the President - Oswald from the 
Texas School Book Depository building above and behind the President, and 
a second, unidentified, gunman from the grassy knoll ahead and to the right 
of the motorcade. The HSCA recommended that the U.S. Department of Justice 
review the Committee's findings and determine whether further official 
investigation was warranted. The Justice Department's findings were to be 
reported to the House Judiciary Committee. 

On December 1 , 1980, the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) 
released a report dated November 19, I 98 O and prepared by its Technical 
Services Division, which found that the HSCA's conclusion of conspiracy 
based on the acoustical analysis of sounds transmitted over channel 1 of 
the Dallas Police Department (DPD) radio at the time of the assassination 
by a microphone which was jammed in the 'transmit* mode, was both invalid 
and unproven. 

In order to obtain a private and independent review of the acoustics 
evidence, the Justice Department turned to the National Research Council, 
the principal operating agency of the National Academy of Sciences (NAS). 

On October 1 , I 98 O, the Justice Department asked the Council to perform a 
study of the methodology used by the HSCA's acoustics exDerts, and the 
validity of their conclusion of a shot from the grassy knoll. The Council's 
Commission on Physical Sciences, Kathematics, and Resources created a 
"Committee on Ballistic Acoustics" under the chairmanship of Professor 
Norman Ramsey of Harvard University to perform the analysis. The Ramsey 
Panel, as the NAS committee has become known, reported on Nay 14, 1982 that 
"the acoustic analyses do not demonstrate that there was a grassy knoll 
shot", and that "reliable acoustic data do not support a conclusion that 
there was a second gunman". 

In compliance with the HSCA's recommendation, the Ramsey panel's 
report has been submitted to the Justice Department for evaluation, and, 
with the as-yet unpublished conclusions of the Justice Department, it will 
no doubt be forwarded to the House Judiciary Committee under the chairman- 
shin of Hon. Peter V. Rodino. 

Because of the Ramsey panel's rejection of the acoustics evidence, it 
would nov; be very easy - and predictable, in the minds of many - to dismiss 
the HSCA's conclusion of conspiracy in swooning terms. However, there still 
remain a number of questions relating specifically to the acoustics data 
which must be addressed, and v/hich must be satisfactorily resolved before 
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^Li e J iS * m refrarding the nfied for ******* investigation of the President's 
directed ^ * 14 13 t0 theSe ^ es «ons that this paper is 

shom?nerh a nrv eV ‘' in f th * ******* of R^sey panel, one observation 
should perhaps be made. To conduct scientific acoustical analyses on its 

the^ield of !c e r Pl ° yed the T services three acknowledged experts in 
the field of acoustics: Dr. James E. Barger, Chief Scientist nf 

Ueiss Ch f S ^ tS n firn ’ ° f B ° 1 ' t Beranek 3114 Newman Inc (BBH); Professor Mark 
eiss of the Department of Computer Science at Queens College, City 
Unaversity of Hew York; and Weiss' Queens College associatefir Sne^t 
Aschkenasy The R amsey panel, for all the undouMed scientifif e^rtfse 
of its distinguished members, did not - to the best of my knowledge - have 

of acousticsT'^If thisTT* 3 * A + °V specialist ^owledge lay in the area 
sties. If this is true, it is surely a remarkable omission. 

The Ramsey panel faulted Dr# Barger's finding that then* 

" d ,s .. „„ 

nrohfb,^ P T e8lden t- Usin e Barger's base data, they recalculated the 

pa^el then 1 said°Ihir?h° f fw,r Sh ° tS aS 535? » 5#, 22 V' 40f,. The 

then . sa * d these figures may be too conservative, and offered 

ScJ Of +h f probabilities of 70£, 70?!, 33$£, and 5# respectively for 

the thfrl shft^th f 8h0 ^* WeiSS 80(1 Asc hkenasy's work in respect of 

he third shot, the one from the grassy knoll, was also criticised by the 

Cn, Vf^f 0n ° f " 95 J pr0babUi ^ that a shot was ftr“ fSm ?te 
knoll was reduced to one of 7854, and Weiss, Aschkenasy and Barger were 

vM^h nf f °^. tbeir uae of "subjective procedures" and a methodology 
which was "insufficiently tested and calibrated". noaoiogy 

While these criticisms undoubtedly reduced the strength of the HSCA's 
acoustics evidence in terms of its being the 'proof of Piracy'? the 

Stifv°?he^t c r H is r rai r d by the panei hardi ^ sufficL^ t0 

justifjr the total rejection of the HSCA's conclusions. Yet, on the basis 
• these points alone, the Ramsey Report claims that no member of the 

KELTS convinced of the validity of the acoustics evidence which 
indicated a shot from the knoll. 

, , Whatever the strength of those convictions, the panel did receive a 

KacleT +h Ce ^ ^ he . first weeks of »*ich constituted a serious 

v? conclusions of the HSCA. The Panel's report devoted 
considerable space to an exhaustive - and highly conclusive - analysis of 

eousl^ ° Ve ? Channel 2 of the Police radio, which was simultan- 

eously recorded on channel 1 by the open microphone at the time of thT 

Bill Defv AC r Pd i n f, t0 thG Rams ^ p “el. the channel 2 order bj Sheriff 
ill Decker to hold everything secure" was actually given at least 30 9 

hosnit l^ff Chi6f had ^trusted the moto^ade to to t£ 

a^fonlh^nel'l^ffK''" 6 fired ‘ H(>V:eVer ’ since the Becker^tatcment 

. hannel 1 at the same time as the impulses said by the HSCA's 

estlh ilfl third “ ld f0urth shots > 311(1 since the panel 
time tifob ! r, Cr °!f talk from channel 2 to channel 1 occurred at the 
re-recordine^+h rec ° rdln S was made, and was not the result of subseouent 
’ the panel was forced to conclude that the impulses studied by 

channel 3 ST* 1 ?" f* 1 ** 48 Mere not C3USed hy the recording of shots on 
channel 1. Quite simply, the I1SCA experts were apparently looking at "shots" 
which were fired at least half a minute after the assassination! 

from D!!ko! n hid f b Und " n ° eVidence " t° indicate that the channel 2 order 
after !h Boon superimposed onto the channel 1 recording at any time 

r S LT^ ti0n ; ? 6 convcrse hypothesis, that the inaudible shot 
comdo yore later recorded over the Decker message on channel 1, was not 

c ° n “^ dorod b y the panel, since they believed that they were in 

contnlned n no f nh hC i 0r i Bin£l ie ChannCl 1 recordin C» nnd that dictabc'lt record 
contained no physical manifestation of any such over-recording. 




The authenticity of the channel 1 dictabelt recording which currently 
exists, which the panel glossed over in its report, is nerhaps the single 
most important issue still outstanding, and vdll be discussed in detail in 
this paper. Suffice to say at this point that, if the authenticity of the 
channel 1 recording cannot be unequivocally established, it is technically 
possible for both the II3CA and Rcjnsey panel experts to be correct. If that 
were to be proven, the acoustics evidence — officially, the only basis for 
a conclusion of conspiracy in the assassination of President Kennedy - 
would again become a moot issue. 

This paper reflects the results of my research into certain aspects 
of the acoustics evidence, which I began in June I 9 OO. The paner is 
essentially in two narts: part one deals with the authenticity of the 
police radio recordings which currently exist, in terms of the chain of 
possession of those recordings from 1963 up to the present time; part two 
looks at some of the still-unresolved questions regarding the actual 
content of the recordings. There then follows a ’working hypothesis' which 
I believe is consistant with the facts currently available. As with any 
similar discussion paper, facts may emerge in the fullness of time which 
refute some - or even all - of the points raised on the pages which follow, 
and I will be happy to discuss conflicting ideas, points of view, and basic 
facts with anyone who wishes to do so. 

No research on such a comprehensive subject could be undertaken 
without the help of others. I would therefore like to thank V • neonle 
in particular, without whose assistance and cooperation I woulu not have 
been able to immerse myself in this subject. Paul Hoch and Gary Hack have 
supplied me with much of my prime research data, and their comments on a 
variety of points have been very thought provoking. Harry Irwin has given 
more than generously of his time in the onerous task of checking references, 
for which I arc most grateful. To these three good friends, I am deeoly 
indebted. 



Chris Scally 
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2 . Authenticity ; 

2 ml Two Basic Issues 

Before discussing the authenticity of the extant evidence, two 
aspects of the recording technique utilised by the DPD must be addressed, 
since they both form important parts in the overall picture. 

On Hovember 22, 1963, the DPD used two radio channels, identified 
simnly as Channel 1 and Channel 2. Channel 1, the significant one in the 
context of this paper, was the channel ordinarily used to handle DPD 
radio communications, and was designated for the transmission of routine 
police radio messages on the day of the assassination. Channel 2 was an 
auxiliary channel generally used to handle the additional radio traffic 
generated by special events, and was designated for use by DPD officers 
m the motorcade on November 22, 1963* 

Channel 1 transmissions were recorded on thin blue polyester 
dictabelts moving slowly under a stylus on an A2TC Kodel 5 Dictaphone 
machine. This machine operated two drive mechanisms running off the same 
motor, thereby allowing a fresh dictabelt to be in "standby" at all times. 
In this way, the Dictaphone could automatically begin recording on a new 
belt when the other belt ended. 

Channel 2 was recorded onto 8£ inch flexible discs by means of a 
Cray Audograph recorder. This recorder was voice-activated, either by 
radio communications from officers in the motorcade, communications to 
those officers from the DPD Dispatcher, or one of the regular time annotat- 
ions given by the Dispatcher. 

While there is no doubt that Channel 2 was voice-activated, there is 
now a question over whether or not Channel 1 was a continuous recording 
or a voice-activated one. & 

Prior to July 1981, it was generally accented that Channel 1 was a 
continuous recording - the dictabelts continued to record, even during 
periods of radio silence. In their report to the HSCA, the BBN scientists 
noted that Channel 1 was "recorded continuously on a Dictabelt recorder". 
The HSCA's final report also noted that "Channel 1 transmissions were a 
continuous record of Dallas police activity". In his testimony before the 
..dCA, Dr. James Barger of BBN said the recording was "continuous". 

In a memorandum to his fellow NAS panel members, dated July 24 1981, 
Jerome Elkind referred three times to a gap which he said he detected in 
the Channel 1 recording. This gap, which occurred about 208 seconds after 
the impulses identified by the HSCA's acoustics experts as probable shot- 
sound impulses, lasted for approximately 51 seconds, according to Elkind. 
Slkmd also noted that this gap was longer than the one identified by 
former DPD Sergeant Jim Bowles, who was Communications Supervisor of the 
DPD at the time of the assassination. Elkind implies that the gar> is 
identified in the transcript provided to the panel by Bowles, but such a 
gap is not_ so identified in the Bowles transcriut published in the panel's 
final report. 

This mysterious gap is again commented upon in a further memo from 
Elkind to the panellists, dated November 9, 1981. That memo states, in 
part: "But Ch 1 was recorded on a sound-activated Dictaphone, and we can 
be sure it recorded continuously only when the microphone was stuck open, 
which occurred during only about 6.5 minutes of this 14 minute interval 
(between 12:23 and 12:37). During the remainder of the time, the recorder 
might have stopped..." 

On f;arch 22, 1982, Dr. Barger wrote to Elkind, and with reference to 
this 51 second gan and the question of Channel 1 continuity caids "There 
ic no evidence that the Channel 1 recording is not continuous from 12:23 
through 12:36. In fact, Ramcoy told me last week that a dictabelt expert 
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has said that he thinks the Channel 1 recording is continuous at these 
times. " 

This issue has only come to light following release of the NAS/Ramsey 
panel T s "Public Access File", made available in late 1982. Thus far, it 
has not been possible to determine whether the gap exists in a recording 
made from the dictabelt, or in the dictabelt itself. If the gap exists 
only in a copy of the dictabelt, its significance is greatly diminished, 
although the quality and accuracy of the data with which the panel was 
voicing might well be called into question. If, however, the gap exists 
in uhe dictabelt itself, it greatly impacts any previous analyses and 
findings, all of which were based on the premise that the Channel 1 
recording was a continuous one. 

The second issue under review here is the duration of each individual 
dictabelt. The normal setting on the Dictaphone machine used by the D?D 
allowed for 15 minutes worth of continuous radio traffic to be recorded on 
a single dictabelt. The machine did, however, have the capability of being 
geared down", to allow 30 minutes of continuous transmissions to be held 
on each belt. 

It has been a long-maintained belief that the original Channel 1 
dictabelts were 15 minute recordings, and Sergeant Bowles is to this day 
convinced that the original belts were of 15 minutes duration each. It 
has now been established, however, that the dictabelts given to BBN by the 
H3CA - and therefore the belts given to the Ramsey panel by the Department 
of Justice - were 30 minute belts. This immediately’ poses the question of 
whether or not the belts now in existance are, in fact, the true originals. 
This subject will be discussed in detail later in this paper. 

Two important Questions have been raised in this section, concerning 
the recording techniques used by the DPD in respect of Channel 1 on 
November 22, 1963x 

— Was the Channel 1 Dictaphone recording continuously, or was 
• it operating on a voice-activated basis? 

- Was the Channel 1 Dictaphone machine set up to record 15 or 

30 minutes worth of radio traffic on each dictabelt? 

While neither question is, of itself, a basis for the acceptance or 
rejection of the acoustics evidence, both are significant in the overall 
context of establishing the accuracy, completeness, and authenticity of 
the evidence on which the question of conspiracy (officially, at least) 
stands or falls. 
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2.2 Chain Of Possession 

, Jh© authenticity of the currently-existing dictabelts is preatlv 

belts' r e3tablishment of «*» ’“broken chain of nossesoion for the 

belts, from 12:30 pm on November 22 , 1963 up to the nresent mv,4 e 

section looks at the chain of possession which can be established from 
ocumentary and other evidence currently available. 

97 T°o me f Ser S ean J Jim Bowles was interviewed by the FBI on August 
-7 and September 15, 1980. The interview report, dated October 1, 1980, 
< j 1 - r C0Veri + e j l ’? th inter views, states in parts "The original belts and 
discs, containing recordings of radio transmissions at or about the time 
a f!! J° n °f President Kennedy were provided to the FBI within 

belt* ^ r ent ; SeVeral da ^ 3 later «> FBI Agent returned the 

belts ana discs to Captain Bowles personally". In an interview with local 

FBl 6a ^ri er G rL H r^ in Kar ° h 1982> 804,163 corrected his statement to the 
o„+ fJu ” aS the Secret Service who "took those blue belts” 

thl v f i ! he DPD bUaldlng a feM da y s after the assassination. Asked when 
wv .. W6 p e f 6tUI T ed ’ Bov,lea sald " not for a f6 '-' days, we were awfully 

*2 v' 1+ Wl ! S ^ S0 t0ld Mack that he could tt0t give any assurance 

of the h DPB el Whl ° h Were returned were the ones v,hich lef t the possession 

» wouid apnear that Bowles' 1982 recollection about which government 
the n FBT ha t the dictabelts was more accurate that his 198O recollection for 
npn p 8 ?* Secre t Service records show that on or before November 29, 1963, 

bu ”f in P^ ovid6d the recordings to Special Agents Roger C. Warmer 
and Elmer II. Moore for "transcription". 'Transcription' meant 'copying' in 
tM s instance, because SA Warner copied the recordings to tape. This taoe 
was then sent to the Secret Service Protective Research Section in 
Washington for "filtering, rerecording and transcription", after which it 
was supposed to be returned to the Secret Service office in Dallas. In 
7 , researcher Paul Hoch asked both the Secret Service and the National 
Archives to search for this tape, but no trace of it could be found. On 
September 23 , 1981 , Hoch suggested to Professor Ramsey that a search for 
/amer s tape - requested by the Ramsey Panel as opposed to an individual 
researcher - might be worthwhile. There is no evidence to indicate that 
such a search was undertaken. 

The Hamer tape was copied in Washington, and a transcript was made. 
This transcript first came to light in 1982, when researcher Mark Allen 
lound it among the records of the Secret Service. The transcript was 
apparently excluded from the agency's material given to the Warren 
onmission in 1964. Between September and November 1982, I asked both the 
^ecret Service and the National Archives to renew their search for the 
tape made in Dallas by Warner and the further copy made by the FR3 in 
Washington. However, no trace of either recording could be found. 

DPD Sergeant Gerald Dalton Henslee prepared an edited transcript of 
the channel 1 transmissions in the first few days of December 1963. although 
here is nothing to indicate whether the transcript was made from the belts 
themselves or from a tape recorded copy. The record does show that Henslee' s 
transcript i-as given to Police Chief Jesse Curry on December 5. Curry gave 
the transcript to Secret Service Inspector Thomas Kelley, who forwarded it 
to his superior under date of December 6 . The transcript was later entered 
into the records of the Warren Commission as Sawyer Exhibit B on April 8, 

- ™l n mid “ Deccm ^ er 1963 , the DPD internal investigation into the murder 
of Officer J.D. Tipnit and the lack of security at police headquarters at 
the time of Oswald's murder by Jack Ruby v/as abruptly ended. All materials 
gathered m the course of that investigation, including the recorded radio 
transmissions, were handed over to Chief Curry. 
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On March 23, 1964, Balias Police Inspector J. Herbert Sawyer, via the 
FBI, provided the barren Commission with another trsnscrint of the channel 
1 transmissions. This transcript, which was prepared by Sergeant Boules 
following a request from the FBI on March 6, identified the police officers 
using channel 1 by their radio "call number" rather than by name, and 
subsequently became Warren Commission Exhibit (KCE) 705 . It is this Iiarch 
transcript to which Bowles was probably referring in his 1980 interviews 
with the FBI, when he said that he prepared a transcript for the FBI after 
they had experienced "difficulty in preparing a transcript of those 
recordings due to a lack of familiarity with the Dallas Police Department 
radio parlance and terminology." 

While making the above transcript in March 1964, Bowles made four 
tape recorded copies of the dictabelts, which, he recalls, were still in 
very good condition at that time. Of the four copies he made, Bowles kept 
one for his own files, one was given to Chief Curry, and the other two 
(one "filtered" and the other "unfiltered") were given to the FBI. One of 
the FBI's tapes, which became the Warren Commission's official copy of the 
dictabelts, was later deposited with the Commission's files at the national 
Archives, from where it was reported "missing" in 1976. The whereabouts of 
the other FBI copy of the dictabelts is currently unknown, although Boules 
told Gary Mack in March 1982 that he vaguely recalls learning that it was 
sent to a laboratory in a state other than Texas, possibly Oklahoma. 

The FBI's reo.uest to the DPD for a transcript on March 6 followed a 
letter dated March 3 from J. Lee Rankin, Warren Commission General Counsel, 
to FBI Director J. Edgar Hoover. Rankin was apparently unhappy viith the 
Sawyer/ Bo wles transcript supplied by the FBI, and was presumably aware of 
the early access to the dictabelts, and the transcript made from them, by 
the Secret Service, because he subsequently contacted the Dallas Secret 
Service office with a similar request. On May 28, 1964, Rankin wrote to 
Forrest V. Sorrels, Special Agent In Charge (SAIC) of the Dallas Secret 
Service, and asked if he would "please arrange to record the Dallas Police 
Department tapes of radio broadcasts over police channels 1 and 2 on 
November 22 , 1963, between the hours of 12:30 and 2:00 pm." Unfortunately, 
neither the Secret Service nor the National Archives could find any reply 
from Sorrels to Rankin when requested to do so in September and November 
1982. 

On July 16, 1964, Rankin went back to Hoover, and asked that "your 
Bureau obtain the original tapes of the radio broadcasts and prepare a 
new transcript from these tapes". Rankin also asked that "the name of the 
reporting police officer be listed alongside each message." 

Five days later, Chief Curry made a series of ten dictabelts available 
to an unidentified FBI agent, v/ho reviewed and transcribed them at DPD 
headquarters during the period July 21 to July 24, inclusive. The belts 
covered the period 10:00 am to 3:00 pm on the day of the assassination, 
and the belt representing the actual time of the shooting was number 5 of 
the series. This belt began at 11:51 and ended at 12:40. It is perhaps 
worth noting at this point also that, on July 21 at least, DPD Lieutenant 
Doug H. Gassett was in attendance with the FBI agent. Gassett, no longer 
with the DPD, is currently believed to be working in Austin, Texas. 

The FBI's verbatim transcript was completed on or before August 11, 
1964* 1 On that date, the transcript and a covering memorandum was sent 
from Dallas to Washington. The memo reported that the "dictabelts are 
badly worn from being played and, in many places, the dictabelt skips and 
some messages are garbled." 

A copy of the FBI's transcript was obviously given to DPD Chief 
Curry, because on August 20, 1964 Curry wrote a letter to Texas Attorney 
General Waggoner Carr, attaching a copy of the transcript. The letter, 
signed by Deputy Chief K.U. Stevenson, is crystal clear in establishing 



the origin of the transcript. 

to the h UaS S/SElE *“ rint 

of the transcript to the A++ n ™™ m the day after Curry sent a cony 
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are being checked for accuracy The f 1 tapes, certain portions 
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own had been made, but the attorney insisted that the HSCA had to have 
Hack's tape, and would be prepared to issue a subpoena to get it. Several 
days passed before Mack could copy his tape; in the interim, the attorney 
had contacted M ack's boss at radio station KFJZ-FK in Fort Worth, and once 
again threatened in a polite way to issue a subpoena. Hack made a copy of 
his tape in due course, and the HSCA had it no later than the third or 
fourth week in September. 

Gary Hack’s account of the IISCA's acquisition of a copy of the channel 
1 recording differs significantly from that told by HSCA Chief Counsel, G. 
Robert Blakey. According to Blakey, the tape was first brought to his 
attention on September 17, 1977 > at a conference of Warren Commission 
critics which the HSCA had convened in Washington. At about 4:30 pm that 
day, says Blakey, Mary Ferrell mentioned the fact that 3 he had obtained a 
copy of the DPD radio dispatch tapes, and the Committee "immediately" got 
her tape from her. Blakey makes no mention of Gary Hack or his tape, so 
there is no direct evidence to indicate whether or not the HSCA had both 
copies of the channel 1 recording before the end of September. However, 

Gary Hack has recently confirmed that this was the case, and that the HSCA 
did get Hr s. Ferrell’s tape first. 

Chief Counsel Blakey' s chronology suggests that B3N received - and 
rejected because of it 3 poor quality - Mary Ferrell's copy of the channel 
1 recording sometime between October 9> 1977 9 and early February 1978. As 
Blakey told the story, the HSCA assigned investigator Jack Moriarty, a 
former homicide detective, to search for a better quality copy of the 
recording after B3?I rejected Mrs. Ferrell's tape. The search was necessary 
because, even before Mrs. Ferrell's tape had been sent to B3U, the DPI) had 
been unable to help the Committee. Unaware of McCaghren 's box of material, 
it seems, the DPD had told the Committee that they thought all of their 
assassination evidence had been turned over to the FBI. 

According to Blakey, Moriarty 's search "located" Paul McCaghren on or 
about February 11 . McCaghren 's version is slightly different, however. He 
said that he was sitting in on an interview which Moriarty was conducting 
with a former colleague when he mentioned to Moriarty that he had some 
material which would be of interest to the HSCA. Whichever story is true, 
McCaghren handed over the material in his possession to the HSCA in March 
1978 • The cardboard box containing the vital evidence became item number 
JFK 007415 in the files of the HSCA. 

Prior to February 11, 1978, when McCaghren and Moriarty first met, 
there seems to have been little question about what acoustics-related 
evidence existed. All references were to a series of dictabelts (for reasons 
to be discussed later, we will assume a series of 10 for now), covering the 
period 10 am to 3 pm on the day of the assassination, on which were recorded 
all transmissions over channel 1 of the DPD radio during that time span. But 
what did McCaghren turn over to the HSCA? 

Thus far, it has not been possible to obtain a complete inventory of 
the material given to the HSCA by McCaghren, although attempts are currently 
being made to obtain such a list. We must therefore rely on the HSCA's 
published record, at least for the present. 

In his narration prior to McCaghren's public testimony before the 
Committee on September 11, 1978, Chief Counsel Blakey referred to "the 
dictabelts that recorded the transmission from the motorcycle with the open 
mike" which McCaghren had been holding since 19^9» However , three times 
during his testimony, McCaghren remained silent while Dcnuty Chief Counsel 
Gary T. Cornwell referred to "a dictabelt". The IISCA's final report refers 
to "dictabelts", but Blakey 's book "The Plot To Kill The President", 
published in 1981 , refers to "a Dictabelt and a tane. . .covering from 10 
a.m. to Psl5 p.m." The issue of whether McCaghren harded over a dictabelt 
or a set of dictabelts, and the period of time which it - or they - 
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later^^f.;^ 3 “ i r° rtant ° ne ' Certain asnectE of this will be covered 

s?^ e ^:. currentiy such that - *•**«" **«*• - 

4SC' ? n . addition ?? the d iotabelt (or dictabelts), KcCaghren also gave the 
22? V* l T tu r^ S, :' hiCh BBH "*»«Wently identified as an "original 
2*_ ? ? y t hS DPD - Accordi nc to Cary Hack, this tane was one of the 

£2 the%^e f 31,1 Iw eS T ly iH 1964 ‘ l:cCa e hr en-s testimony indicates 

that the tape was among the material given to Chief Curry in 1963 by his 

eternal investigation team. Either way, however, the tape was mile from 
the original dictabelts, according to BBN. 

The dates on which the material was handed over to BBN is also 

°virt«nr t °- K + UeS ' t j 111 h i S Se?tembRr Hi 1978 narration, Blakey said the 
final obtained from KcCaghren was "promptly" sent to BBN. The HSCA's 
says that in Kay 1978 , the Committee contracted with BBH to 
perform the acoustical analysis. The report further states: "Prior to the 
f + ? he ori e i "fl Dictabelt and tapes, (sic) the firm was given 

critic B^a+ ee “- SU a P iw e * ?! th ® Committee * a '^ren Commission 
critic... BBN determined that this tape was a second generation copy... it 

to%™ + US the T W ° rk ; The Dallas Police dispatch materials^™ 

to 3BN to analyse in Kay 1978 were as follows: The original Dictabelt 
recordings made on November 22, 1963 , of transmissions over channel 1: A 

over channel"!?. 1 DiCtabelts * A ta * e ^cording of transmissions 

These o.uotes from the report seem to set the record straight. BBH 
were given Kary Ferrell -s tape recording, which was a second generation 
copy as BBN confirmed, Boroetine prior to Hay 1978 , as implied by Blakey* s 
narration. Then, when the material was obtained from KcCaghren, BBN were 
contracted to do a proper acoustical analysis, and the data was handed over 
to them in Lay. 

33N's Chief Scientist, Br. James E. Barger, tells a slightly different 

1978 y ls h ° M n er ' f° t t dU L ine 1 hiS publiC testimor »y in September and December 
1978 as well as in his final report to the HSCA, Dr. Barger claimed to have 
receive no material from the HSCA prior to Kay 1978 , and only received the 
KcCaghren evidence two months later, in July. The following excerpts from 
Barger s testimony and report serve to illustrate this anomoly: "When were 
you first approached by this Committee with the Dallas Police dispatch 

?? KaS in Kay 1978 *" ? ’ ,0n J:ay 12 » W8 (BBH received from 
xne HbCA; the following material: Tape recordings reportedly made of the 
sounds in Dealey Plasa around 12:30 pm on November 22, 1963": "The first 

<!d?,. W L reC !i V ? d -! n f ay 12 ‘" had a Very scra ' tch y overlay of needle noise, 
icat mg that it was a very poor or multiple-generation dub of a 

recording."; "In July, the Committee gave us an electromagnetic taoe 
recording that was identified as an original dub made by the DPD, as well 
as the original Dictabelt record."; The July "Dictabelt record" consisted 
of a plastic continuous blue colored belt that was marked as • Being 
recorded from Channel 1 1 in a white marking pencil. It had the aopearance 
of having been played a great deal and being quite old. The margins of the 
belt were cracked and it was necessary to tape them together to orevent 
further deterioration". 

Throughout both his testimony and report, Dr. Barger referred to a 

bv°the e HSC^ at H e ?>,- han - dl ?! abel ?f Whe “ discucsin e -the material given to him 
by the HSC*. Nothing in the public record indicated whether this was a 

cane of simple inaccuracy, or actual fact. In an effort to clarify both the 
content of the material given to BBN by the HBCA and the precise date on 
which the evidence was handed over, I wrote Dr. Barger on January 2/|, 198 ?. 
“ f®Pj y » datod January 29 , said that "the first tape we received on 1 ay 
1^, 1970, covered the time epan from rbout 10:00 A.i . until 3:00 P.I . 

He subsequently received a better quality magnetic tape recording of ihe 
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series of dictabelt s. 
P.K." 



•one of the dictabelts was rather centered on 12:30 



Thus it would appear that BBN received a series of dictabelts, one 
of which was fortunately centred on the time of the shooting, but not in 
hay 1978, as the HSCA claimed. The Committee had both Mary Ferrell's and 
Gary lack's so-called "critic's tape" sometime in September 1977; they 
had LcCaghren's box of evidence in Larch 1978; yet BBN were not given 
anything until Lay 1978* and even then they were not given the "best 
evidence" until July 1978. This sequence of events is difficult to reconcile 
with Dr. Blakey's claim that the material was "promptly sent" to BBN. 

Whatever the reason for these delays in processing the evidence, one 
might reasonably expect that the chain of oossession of such vital material 
v/as carefully analysed by the HSCA. However, the only public record of any 
such study apnears in the transcript of the public testimony of DPD 
motorcycle officer H.B. McLain, taken on December 29, 1978. During I chain's 
testimony, two Committee members asked a series of questions regarding t:.* 
authenticity of the dictabelt evidence. The replies to those questions, by 
Chief Counsel Blakey and Deputy Chief Counsel Cornwell, were as follows: 
"Paul KcCaghren - he was an officer in the Dallas Police Department, and 
he had custody of a large number of records relating to the Kennedy assass- 
ination, and he retained that custody in a large trunk, and when the 
material was turned over to one of our investigators, Jack Koriarty, it 
was taken from that same trunk. I might also indicate that an effort was 
made to match the transcript that we have of channels 1 and 2 to the 
material appearing on both the Dictabelt and the tape belt that we have. 
Consequently, the authenticity of the tape appears to be adequate, appears 
to have been adequately established... the Dictabelt that v/as found among 
this material is the same kind of Dictabelt that the Dallas Police Depart- 
ment was using at that time... What appears on the Dictabelt and the tape 
recording of the Dictabelt are indeed the same sounds, the same information 
that we have based on the transcripts that v/e had of channel 1 and channel 
2 -that go back to 1963-64... The transmissions on the tapes do correspond 
with the Warren Commission testimony of various officers who described 
doing certain things and then reporting it over the radio, and therefore 
there is substantial corroboration of that nature, that the kinds of 
transmissions we have on these tapes were of the events that were actually 
haooening on November 22." 

3o, the HSCA's "chain of possession" began in 1969 , and v/as 
essentially based on the fact that the extant recordings are consistent 
with the DPD and FBI transcripts of 1963 and 1964 , insofar as those 
transcripts can be roughly reconciled with the testimony of police officers 
before the Warren Commission! 

Partly to protect the original dictabelts, but also to validate the 
claim that the taae recording received from the HSCA v/as an "original dub 
made by the DPD", B3K made their own magnetic tape recording from the 
dictabelts provided to them. Comparison of their own recording with the 
DPD tape recording showed the two tape3 to be "virtually identical", and 
Dr. Barger's report indicates that the DPD recording v/as subsequently used 
during the BBN study. 

Following Dr. Barger's testimony on September 11, 1978, the HSCA 
requested a refinement of his conclusions from Professor Lark Weiss and his 
assistant, Srnest Aschkenasy, of Queens College, City University of New 
York. Weiss and Aschkenasy v/e re authorised by the Committee on October 24 
1978 to conduct an independent 3tudy of the evidence relating to the shot 
which Barger testified had probably been fired from in front and to the 
right of President Kennedy in Dealey Plaza. A comprehensive body of data 
v/as given to Weiss and Aschkenasy, including BBII's own recording from the 
dictabelts and the "virtually identical" DPD recording. The dictabelts 
themselves wore not, hov/ever, handed over. 
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dictabelts were handed over to Justice 5 reasonable to conclude that the 
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Public Access Pile it seerr*- hi .hi 1 ' 3 ?*^ ?* eleased as T>art of the panel's 
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at face value - there w-s no rt!i»u panel . accepted the "original" belts 
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"Within a few days of" 
November 22, 1963 

November 29-30, 1963 

Start of December 1963 

Mid-December 1963 
March 3, 1964 

March 6, 1964 
Pre-March 23, 1964 



March 23, 1964 
May 28, 1964 
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DPD Channel 1 Dictabelts: 
Chain of Possession 



Original channel 1 belts, 10 in all, provided to 
FBI - or more probably the Secret Service - and 
taken from DPD offices?’ Returned to DPD Sergeant 
Jim Bowles "several days later"? 

DPD Chief Lumpkin "provided for transcription" the 
"Police recordings of channel 1" to Secret Service 
Agents Roger Warner and Elmer Moored These were 
"recorded by SA Warner and were sent to Washington 
Protective Research Section for filtering, rerecord- 
ing and transcription", and were to be returned to 
the Dallas Secret Service office/ 

Recordings could not be found by Secret Service or 
National Archives in 1970, ’ and again in I 98 Z; a 
transcript was found in the Archives in 198l. f The 
crucial belt began at 12:27 pm . 1 

DPD Sergeant Gerald D. Henslee preoared edited 
transcript (from belts?)? Transcript given to DPD 
Chief Jesse Curry on December 5* and to Secret 
Service on December 6 . a 

Henslee transcript entered into Warren Commission 
evidence on April 8 , 1964, as Sawyer Exhibit B. ** 

Dictabelts handed over to Curry for inclusion in 
DPD internal investigation files."* 

J. Lee Rankin, Warren Commission General Counsel, 
asked FBI Director J. Edgar Hoover to provide the 
Commission with a transcript 

Transcript requested from DPD by FBI. rt 

DPD Sergeant Bowles prepared transcript from belts ^ 
which he said were in "very good condition",'* the 
crucial one of which began just after 12 s 25 pn i .* 9 

Bowles made 4 copies of the dictabelts: 2 for the 
FBI (one "filtered", the other "unfiltered" )Y 1 
copy for Chief Curry;* and 1 copy for himself, from 
which he later made his own transcript? 1 ' 

One of the FBI copies is believed by Bowles to have 
been sent outside Texas, to a laboratory in (he 
thinks) Oklahoma;'* the other FBI copy was reported 
missing from the National Archives in 1976/* 

DPD Inspector J. Herbert Sawyer, via the FBI, 
provided the Bowles transcript to the Warren Comm- 
ission ^transcript became Commission Mxibit 705 .** 

Warren Commission's Rankin asked Dallas Secret 
Service SAIC Forrest V. Sorrels to "record the Dallas 
Police Department tapes of radio broadcasts over 
channels 1 and 2 on November 22, 1963, between the 
hours of 12:30 and 2:00 pm". 1 * 

In 1982 , neither the National Archives nor Secret 
Service could find anything to shov* that this request 
had been met, or, indeed, any evidence relating to 

it. 1 * 



July 16 , 1964 
July 21 - 24 , 1964 

August 11, 1964 
August 20, 1964 
August 21, 1964 

Early in I967 
1969 

1969 to 1978 
End September 1977 

February 11, 1978 

Kay 12, 1978 
July 1978 

October 1978 
1979 



Hankin asked Hoover to provide transcrint from 
the original tapes of the radio broadcast s".' ,, 



Chief Curry provided 10 dictabelts for review and 
transcription by unidentified FBI agent^* Belts 
covered period lOiOO am to 3»00 om on November 22. 
and were described as "badly worn from being played" 



Crucial belt, according to 
period 11 151 to 12*40 and 



transcript, covered the 
was belt 5 of the series 
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DPD Lieutenant^ Doug Gassett, now believed to be in 
Austin, Texas, was present with FBI agent on July 21?* 



lranscript, which later became Warren Commission 

^ lb i^. 1974 * WaS com P leted > and covering memo from 
FBI office in Dallas was written. 



Copy of FBI transcript attached to letter from 
Curry, signed by Deputy Chief K.W. Stevenson, 
Texas Attorney General.* 



to 



Letter from Hoover to Rankin said transcript would 
be sent to Commission "in the immediate future", and 
referred to the "badly worn condition of the original 
tapes". ^ 

Belts copied to tape for author Judy Bonner by DPD 
Sergeant Gerald Hill ; Bonner's tape later given to, 
or copied for, Dallas researcher Mary FerrellT 

Material, which as well as the tape copy made for 
Curry in 1964 by Bowles, was variously described as 
containing "the dictabelts"*? "a dictabelt"? "dicta- 
belts", and "a Dictabelt and a tape. . .covering from 
10 am to 2:15 pm", was found in a locked cabinet 
outside Curry 1 s office™ Material given to DPD Intel- 
ligence Dept Director Paul KcCaghren.* r 

McCaghren kept the material in his office until 1971 
or 1972, when he moved it to his home for safekeeping. 1 * 

HSCA in possession of Mary Ferrell’s taoe? as well 
as a "filtered" copy of her tape, obtained from Gary 
Mack. 

hcCaghren told HSCA investigator Jack Moriarty 
about the material in his possession, and handed it 
over to HSCA Bhortly thereafter 

Tape, probably Mrs. Ferrell's, given to Dr. James 
Barger of BBN by the HSCA* 

Material, believed to be from KcCaghren, and consis- 
ting of the Bowles/Curry tape from 1964 and "the 
entire series of dictabelts", given to Barger by HSCA.^ 

Crucial belt was "rather centered on 12 * 30 "^ was 
apparently quite old, had been played a great deal, 
was in poor condition, and was marked as "Being 
recorded from Channel 1 "? Belt was copied to tane 
by Dr. Barger and found to "virtually identical" to 
the Bowles/Curry tape copy.* 

Dr. Barger's tape copy, and the Bowie s/Curry tape, 
given to Mark Weiss and Ernest Aschkenasy by HSCA. 1 *" 

All HSCA acoustics material apparently handed over 
to Justice Department by HSCA. * 



November (?) 198 I 



Ramsey Panel obtained "original Dictaphone record- 
ings" from DOJ • Crucial belt covered the period 
12:05 to 12:40 and was in poor condition, "shrunken 
and stiffened". Contained handwriting "11-22-63, ?L2 
10" by Doris Schwartz, who serviced DPD Dictaphone 
in 1963- Also contained handvrritten times 12 £ and 
12 AO and the letters J and H, not written by Ms, 
Schwartz.** 
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3. Areas Of Doubt : 
3.1 The Dictabelts 
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We have already seen the conflicting evidence regarding both the number 
and duration of the original channel 1 dictabelts, and there is little in 
the documented chain of possession to instill confidence in the belief that 
e existing dictabelts are, in fact, the original belts v/hich existed on 
November 2c, 1963. The physical evidence of the belts themselves also 
raises serious questions about their authenticity. 

Any recording device in the United States which is activated by the 
standard AG electrical current will have one unique characteristic: it will 
have a frequency of 60 cycles per second, or 60 Hz. This frequency signal 
is detectable in virtually every sound recording, and it can be used to 
replay a recording at exactly the same speed as the original sound. To do 
so requires that the recording be speeded up or slowed down so that the 
power hum is exactly 60 Hz, and the result must be accurate if the original 
recording is being used. 

One of the noises detected by Dr. Barger and his associates at BB1J in 
the midst of the radio static recorded by the open microphone was a sound 
which they believed was that of a carillon bell. This 'bell* sound, which 
will be examined in more detail later, was examined by BB:. T in .-n effort to 
determine its origin, using a technique known as spectrum analysis. This 
revealed a power hum of 57 Hz, indicating that the Dictaphone recorder was 
running about too fast. However, BBN also conducted a completely seperate 
study of the recording, this time for continuity. Either side of the nearly 
si minute open microphone sequence, the channel 1 dispatcher can be heard 
to make regular time annotations, usually every minute. When these time 
annotations were checked using a stopwatch and plotted on a granh, the 
mathematical 'least square fit' formula showed that there was a fit of 95** 
meaning that the recording was approximately % slower than normal. There' ’ 
was, therefore, a serious anomoly: the electronic data, the power hum, 
showed the recording to be % too fast, yet the spoken word indicated that 
the recording was yf : too slow. For some reason, this discrepancy was not 
detected during the life of the HSCA. 

The discrepancy might possibly be explained by the fact that different 
recordings were used in the two BBN studies. However, in I.'arch 1982, two 
things occurred to refute this possibility. 

In early March, Gary Lack learned from an unidentified source that 
the 57 Hz hum existed on the original dictabelt, and on Larch 22 Dr. Barger 
revealed that the anomoly existed on one single tape recording, and was 
therefore tracable back to the dictabelt. In a previously quoted letter to 
Jerome Elkind of the Ramsey panel, Dr. Barger wrote: "... one finds when 
playing back the tape recording of the dictabelt that the dictabelt recorder 
had been running about 5% too slowly when the voice was recorded. But when 
playing back the same tape recording of the dictabelt the hum frequency is 
only about 57 Hz. Therefore the recorder was running about 5£ too fast when 
the hum was recorded. So the hum and the voice were not recorded simultaneo- 
usly onto the dictabelt. Therefore the dictabelt itself is probably a dub...” 

The Ramsey panel, or at least one of its members, was therefore aware 
of the probability that the so-called "original" dictabelt recording was a 
copy, as of Larch 22, 1982. This is not, however, reflected in the panel's 
report which was published less than two months later, and which goes to 
great lengths to convince its readers that the existing dictabelts are the 
original ones. The assurances of the Ramsey panel notwithstanding, there is 
therefore scientific evidence to support the belief that the existing belts 
were not the ones recorded at DPD headquarters on llovcmber 22, 1963. 

There is other evidence to substantiate the scientific "proof". As 
noted in section 2.2 the Secret Service had access to the dictabelts on or 
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before November 29 , 1963, and produced a transcript from them. According 
to SA Warner, the relevant recording begins at 12s 27 on November 22. In 
other words, on the basis of Warner 1 s comments at the start of the channel 
1 transcript, the dictabelt covering the period of the assassination began 
at 12s 27 pm. Confirmation of this start time was obtained from Sergeant 
3owles in March 1982. Bowles told Gary Mack that his transcript, made by 
him from the copy of the dictabelt s he made for his own use in March I 964 , 
indicated a belt start time of "just after 12 s 25 pm", which i 3 totally 
consist ant with Warner's earlier finding. 

In July 1964, the FBI were given a set of dictabelts by DPD Chief 
Curry, and as far as anyone knows, the FBI accepted these belts as the 
original ones and not as duplicates. There were ten belts in the series, 
and the start and end time of each belt was documented in the transcript 
made by the FBI (WCE 1974). The significant belt, according to that FBI 
transcript, was number 5 in the set, and it began at 11:51 and ended at 
12s40. 

When I asked Dr. Barger about the material he received from the HSCA, 
he told me - by letter of January 29 , 1982 - that the crucial belt was 
"rather centered on 12:30", although he did not give a start or finish time. 
This reply is unfortunately rather unclear, but it would certainly seem to 
be more consist ant with the belts reviewed by the FBI in July 1964 than 
with the ones accessed by the Secret Service and Bov/1 es. 

According to a handwritten notation on the crucial channel 1 dictabelt 
examined by the Ramsey panel, the belt covered the period 12:05 to 12:40, 
which is not too different from the FBI findings of 1964 . Despite the fact 
that there is essentially a 15 minute difference (ll: r l to 12 : 05 ) bet ween 
the belt start times identified by the FBI in 1964 • the Ramsey panel in 

1982, and despite the fact that such a 15 minute interval might just happen 
to coincide with the "normal" running speed and belt duration on the DPD 
Dictaphone machine, I am inclined to believe that these tapes are the same. 
It would therefore seem that the irregularity in timings came into being 
sometime between mid-March and July 21, 1964 . 

The only possible event of relevance in the chain of possession, as 
far as can be determined, between March and July 1964 was the Warren 
Commission's request to the Secret Service for a transcript on May 28. As 
previously noted, there is no evidence regarding whether or not this 
request was acted upon, and the National Archives can find "no reply to the 
letter of Mr. Rankin to Mr. Sorrels dated May 28, 1964, or the letter 
itself" in the files of the Secret Service. 

It should be noted that, since publication of the Ramsey panel report, 
Bowles has recanted, and now claims that, in keeping with the Ramsey panel 
conclusion, his records show that the belt began at 12:05 rather than 12 : 25 . 
However, in the light of what follows, I believe Bowles' original statement 
is the correct one. 

A second factor to be taken into consideration when trying to establish 
if - or when - the original belts may have been copied is the physical state 
of the belts. Once again, Jim Bov/les provides the earliest indication from 
v/hich conclusions may he drawn. According to Bov/les, the belts that he used 
in March 1964 VTere in very good condition at that time. However, by the 
time the FBI got what were supposedly the same belts some four months later, 
they were "badly worn from being played and, in many places, the dictabelt 
skins and some of the messages are garbled." This evaluation was repeated 
in August 1964 , when J. Edgar Hoover commented to the Warren Commission on 
the "badly v/orn condition of the original tapes". 

Of the belts he received from the HSCA, Dr. Barger testified that they 
"had the appearance of having been played a great deal and being quite old. 
The margins of the belt (sic) were cracked and it \/ac necessary to tane 
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them together to prevent further deterioration”. The Ramsey panel said of 
the belt covering the time of the shootings ”The Dictabelt was in poor 
condition. •• shrunken and stiffened.” The panel did note, however, that 
the recording tracks on the belt in the region of the impulses said by the 
HSCA experts to denote shots were “remarkably clear and parallel and showed 
no indications of superposed recordings". Uhile these "remarkably clear” 
tracks may in themselves be remarkable, it still seems likely that the FDI, 
Dr. Barger, and the Ramsey panel were all referring to the came belts. If 
so, the Btate of the belts seems to have have changed in the sane four 
month period between March and July 1964 as did the start times. Is this 
yet another coincidence, or is it a red herring invented by Jim Bowles? Or 
is it, in fact, clear evidence that the belts were copied between March and 
July 1964} evidence which would support the scientific indications of tape 
duplication? 

The handwriting on the channel 1 dictabelts is also worthy of some 
attention. In testimony before the HSCA, Dr. Barger said the crucial belt 
was "a plastic continuous blue colored belt that was marked as 'Being 
recorded from Channel 1 * in a white marking pencil”. Tie made no reference 
to any other handwriting on the belt. 

The Ramsey panel report notes "considerable writing with a china 
marking pencil on the surface of the Dictabelt. The markings give in one 
handwriting •11-22-63, PL2* and an encircled ’lO*. The times 12 £ and 12 40 
in a different handwriting also appear as do the letters J and H. These 
markings were similar to those on the other Dictabelts made that day." No 
mention is made of the "Being recorded from Channel 1" notation observed by 
Dr Barger, nor did the panel explain the meaning of the observed hand- 
writing. (The date 11-22-63 is self explanatory; PL2 indicates Platoon 2; 
the number 10 may indicate that there were a total of 10 belts; the times 
12:05 and 12:40 represent tho period of time encompassed by the dictabelt; 
and the letters J and H refer to the DPD Disnatchers Jackson and Ilulse). 

. Two further observations about the handwriting may be in order here. 
The encircled number 10 may refer to the fact that there were ten belts. 
However, if the Dictaphone had been recording continuously from 10:00 am 
at the normal speed setting of 15 minutes per dictabelt, the two belts 
either side of 12:30 (assuming a change of belt at precisely 12:30) would 
have been numbered 10 and 11. Is this significant? 

The second observation relates to the letters J and H on the belt. In 
addition to C.E. Hulse, there were two other dispatchers whose names began 
with "H” - Henslee and Huffstutler. Henslee was operating channel 2 at the 
time of the shooting, and Huffstutler v/as on channel 1 until (ironically) 
about 12:26. 



The Ramsey panel reported that "a photograph of the Dictabelt has been 
submitted to Ms. Doris Schwartz, who serviced the recorder during the period 
in question and who now lives in Duncanville, Texas. Although Ms. Schwartz 
does not recognise the other handwriting, she does identify the "11-22-63, 
PL2, 10” as her own handwriting. She uses an unmistakable 2 and feels that 
the specimen is the original belt.” The panel did not report that they 
sent the photograph of the handwriting to Ms. Schwartz via Jim Bowles, nor 
did they emphasise that the other handwriting was not hers. A partial 
identification, based on a photograph of some handwriting passed through a 
third party, is hardly a satisfactory basis on which to draw a significant 
conclusion regarding the authenticity of ouch vital evidence, yet it seems 
to have satisfied the Ramsey panel. Additionally, the nanel's renort doo3 
not indicate if Ms. Schwartz was asked when she wrote on the dictabelt; if 
it was not written when the bolt wan removed from the recorder on November 
22, 1963, it further reduces the strength of her identification, /ind who 
else vTOte on the dictabelt? And lihen? 

The evidence discussed in this section, from the 57 Hz hum through 
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the differing start times of the belts, their condition, and the uniting 
on them, strongly suggests that all is not as it at first apnears to he 
with respect to the dictabelts. The evidence seems to ooint strongly to the 
fact that the existing dictabelts are not the originals, and that the copy 
operation took place between March and July 1964* In future sections of 
this paper, additional evidence will be offered to support the copying 
hypothesis, but for now it seems that there are sufficient questions which 
cannot be answered to call into question the authenticity of the channel 1 
dictabelts which now exist. 
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3.2 Conflicting Transcripts 

The weight of the evidence already reviewed clearly establishes the 
possibility that the existing channel 1 dictabelts are copies, and that 
such copies may have been made in the period between I-'arch and July 1 $ 64 . 

The DPD certainly had the means and the opportunity for such a duplication 
exercise, and as far as a 'motive* is concerned, it could easily be claimed 
that the belts were copied in order to preserve them. There would be nothing 
wrong with such an act; as long as the original dictabelts were kept safely^ 
under conditions which guaranteed their integrity, it would only be 
necessary to produce those belts now, and many of the serious questions and 
anomolies which surround the acoustics evidence could be resolved without 
difficulty. However, a suggestion from friend and fellow researcher Kike 
I'.astcrman last October sent me down an avenue of investigation which I had 
not previously explored. As a result, I now believe that the dictabelts were 
copied, not for posterity, but for the immoral if not indeed illegal act of 
deception. 

It will be recalled that the official record indicates the existance 
of four seperate transcripts of the DPD radio transmissions on November 22, 
1963s The first was made on or about November 29, 1963 by the Secret Service, 
although it was never given to the Warren Commission; the second was made 
within a week by the DPD, and later became the Commission's Sawyer Exhibit 
A (channel 2) and Sawyer Exhibit B (channel l); the third was also made by 
the DPD between Karch 6 and 23, 1964, and became UCE 705; and the fourth 
transcript was made by the FBI on July 21-24, 1964, and became UCE 1974. To 

these four should now be added a fifth, which hereafter will be referred to 

as the M 1967 Transcript". 

Beginning in June 1980 , I made a partial transcript of channel 1 from 
my own rather poor quality tape copy, which originated from the one made in 
1967 by Sergeant Hill. Into my transcript I incorporated the many other 

private transcripts which have been made by researchers from their own tape 

copies of differing quality, as well as the private transcript made by Jim 
Bowles from the tape copy of the dictabelts which he made in 1964 , and 
which was partially published in the Ramsey panel report. Therefore, while 
the 1967 transcript is a composite, I believe it accurately reflects the 
contents of the tape copies of the dictabelts which are currently in the 
hands of researchers, and as such plays an important role in establishing 
a possible motive for the duplication of the original dictabelts. 

Kike Kasterman suggested that an analysis of the discrepancies between 
the five transcripts would be an interesting exercise, but the sheer 
magnitude of such a detailed study persuaded me to concentrate on the more 
significant discrepancies, with startling results. In the discussion which 
follows, all transmissions are contained in the 1967 transcript, so only 
the differences and omissions in the four official transcripts will be noted 
in the text. It should also be noted that the Secret Service transcript does 
not begin until 12:27 and appears to be an edited transcript. Sawyer Exhibit 
B, while it begins at 10:54» is also an edited transcript, and is prefaced 
with the observation that "most routine transmissions were left out for 
reasons of brevity." While there may be questions about the completeness of 
NCE 705» made by Bowles, UCE 1974 was represented to the Warren Commission 
as a "verbatim" transcript, and as long as a month after it was prepared it 
was still being "checked for accuracy" by the FBI. 

The first significant transmission is missing from all four official 
transcripts. It occurred at 12:17 on November 22, and involved DPD Officer 
J.D. Tippit, v/ho would one hour later become Oswald's second alleged victim, 
shot to death beside his patrol car a 3 the deranged presidential assassin 
made his getaway. According to the 1967 transcript, and therefore the tape 
recorded copy of the dictabelts currently available to researchers, the 
following exchange took place on channel 1 : 
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Caller 

78 (Officer J.D. Tippit) 
Dispatcher (Kc Daniel or 
Huffstutler) 

78 

Dispatcher 



Conversation 

78 

78 

Be out of the car a minute , 
4100 block of, ah, Bonnieview. 
12:17 



Also missing from all transcrints is the fact that Tipnit was out of 
his car for three minutes, as evidenced by the fact that he reported back 
to the Dispatcher at 12:20 - 

78 78 clear 

Dispatcher 78 clear, I?i20 

While the significance of Tippit' a absence is not readily apparent, 
it does seem rather strange that there is no known record of any official 
investigation into the matter. It is particularly odd that this episode is 
missing from the December 1963 Sawyer transcript, which was made to at least 
partially assist the internal DPD investigation into Tippit's murder. 

Approximately 38 seconds after the impulse believed by the HSCA to 
represent the fourth shot in Dealey Plaza, a partial transmission from an 
unknown source can be identified, almost lost in the static generated by 
the open microphone. The transmission, or possibly two 3 eperate radio 
messages, contain the words "...on the phone... 87 ". No other words can 
be identified, but the phrase is significant because it refers to Officer 
a.C. Nelson, whose radio call number v/as 87- The message seems to suggest 
that IJel 3 on was using, or was being told to use, a telephone. Nelson's use 
of the telephone in the period after the assassination will be discussed 
later, when these seemingly unrelated radio transmissions are put into 
what I believe is their true context. 

VJhatever the Nelson/telephone message involved, it occupied Nelson 
ferr approximately nine minutes, end once again the transcripts do not 
record the fact. The following unt ran scribed exchange occurred at 12:40 - 

87 87 clear 

Dispatcher 12:40 

Three minutes after Nelson's return, the channel 1 dispatcher ordered 
all squads, which would have included both Tipnit and Nelson, to the scene 
of the President's shooting. The order, issued at 12:43 and noted on all 
transcrints, was as follows: 

Dispatcher Attention all squads in the 

downtown area. Code 3 to Elm 
and Houston, with caution. 

For some as yet undetermined reason, however, it was then deemed 
necessary for two patrol cars to be ordered into the Oak Cliff area of the 
city. The two cars chosen for this assignment were those driven by Tippit 
and Nelson, as evidenced by the follovrlng exchange which took dace at 
12:45 - 

Dispatcher 87 * 78, move into central 

Oak Cliff area. 

78 I'm at Keist and Bonnieview. 

87 I'm going north of Narsalis 

on R.T.. Thornton. 

This exchange, which undoubtedly took place, was dealt with in a 
variety of ways in the official transcripts. Neither the Necret Service 
nor the Sawyer transcripts make any reference whatsoever to it; WCE 705 , 
the DPD/BowIcs transcript of I'.arch 1964 contains thr dispatcher *s order 
but not the ren lies from Tinnit and Nolr.on; while NCE IO 74 , the July 1 
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■transcript prepared by the FBI, contains the exchange in its entirety. Is 
this anomoly accidental, or deliberate? 

Three minutes after receiving this order, Nelson was again in contact 
vrith the channel 1 dispatchers 

87 87 

87 On south end of Houston 

Street Viaduct. 

(unrelated text omitted) 

Dispatcher 87 , call station 7. 

87 10-4. 

The transcripts again differ vrith respect to this exchange. It does 
not apnear in either the Secret Service or Sawyer transcripts. V/CE 705 and 
I7CE 1974 both record that it was 101 (Officer B.L. Bass) vrho reported that 
he vras on the south end of the Houston Street Viaduct, and it was an 
"unknown unit" who vras told to call station 7* the civil section of the 
Dallas County Sheriff* s Office. Hovrever, research by Dr. J.T. Jones of 
Texas confirms that Nelson, and not Bass, was the officer involved. Dr. 

Jones notes that Bass vras ordered to report to Elm and Houston Streets at 
12:21, that Bass acknowl edged receipt of the order, and subsequently called 
the dispatcher to confirm his arrival at the scene of the shooting. Dr. 

Jones has also conducted a voice analysis of the transmissions in question, 
and has established not only that it vras not Bass, but that it was Nelson 
vrho spoke to the dispatcher. Furthermore, Nelson called the dispatcher again 
at about 12:52 and reported that he vras "out down here", presumably meaning 
Dealey Plaza. Nelson would therefore have had about three or four minutes 
in which to contact the Sheriff's Office. 



The next significant radio transmission has long been a source of 
suspicion to many researchers, because of the unnatural formality of the 
exchange, which is completely out of character with all the other radio 
conversations on that day. This exchange took nlace at 12:54 and is as 
follows: 



Dispatcher 

78 

Dispatcher 

78 

Dispatcher 

78 



78 

78 

You are in the Oak Cliff 
area, are you not? 

Lancaster and Eighth. 

You will be at large for any 
emergency that comes in. 
10-4. 



It is as much a mystery today as it was in 1963 what the "emergency" 
vras, or why Officer Tippit was told to "be at large" for its possible 
occurrance. The official transcripts all record the exchange, but with one 
very notable difference: According to the Secret Service transcript of 
November 1563 j the DPD in Larch 1964, and the FBI in July 1964 , this 
conversation between Tippit and the dispatcher took place on channel 1. 
However, according to the DPD/Sawyer transcript of December 1963, this same 
exchange took place on channel 2, and was "the last radio transmission 
between Officer Tippit and the dispatcher". In other words, this exchange 
- contentious in its ovm right - was apparently on a channel 1 dictabelt in 
the week after the assassination, on a channel 2 disk in the first week of 
December 1963, and back on a channel 1 belt by Larch. With regard to the 
notation on the Sawyer transcript that this is the last exchange between 
Tippit and the dispatcher, it should be pointed out that this is also the 
only communication between Tippit and the dispatcher which apnears on the 
channel 2 transcript. 

Approximately six minutes after he was told to be "at large" for nn 
unidentified "emergency", Tipnit left his car to make a telephone call at 
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the "Top Ten Record Shop", located about half a r.ile from where he would 
be shot about fifteen minutes later. According to a recent article by Dallas 
reporter Earl Golz, Tippit entered the shop and had to asl: customers to step 
aside in his haste to get to the phone. Tippit was recognised by the two 
men who worked in the shop, ? .J.R. Stark and Louis Cortinas, who knew Tionit 
from previous visits he had made to the shop. Cortinas estimated that when 
Tippit dialled the number he was calling he let the phone ring "maybe seven 
or eight times", said nothing, hung up, and hurried from the shoo. Cortinas 
said that about ten minutes later he heard that a policeman had been shot. 

Cortinas' recollection puts Tippit' s visit at about 13:05 and, despite 
the fact that Tippit did not advise the dispatcher that he wa3 about to 
leave his patrol car, the channel 1 transcript does provide corroboration 
of sorts for Cortinas. At about 13:04 (or 1:04 pm, the notation which will 
be used hereafter), the channel 1 disnatcher called Tippit, asking for his 
current location, but received no reply. Why did Tippit fail to tell the 
dispatcher that he was leaving his car? And why did he use a private phone, 
and whom did he call? These questions have never been answered. 



About four minutes after the dispatcher had tried and failed to contact 
him, Tippit tried unsuccessfully to contact the dispatcher. Like his reasons 
for not telling the dispatcher where he v/as going, and using a private 
telephone, Tippit' s reasons for trying to contact the dispatcher shortly 
afterward remain a mystery. The 1967 transcript reveals that the following 
took place at 1:08, four minutes after the dispatcher tried in vain to get 
Tippit 's location, and probably only a minute or so after Tippit returned 
to his car: 



4 

78 

15 

Dispatcher 
78 ' 

261 



15/2 is on the air 
78 

15/2 

15/2 

78 

261 



The Secret Service and Sawyer transcripts do not record this traffic 
on channel 1. l/CE 705 transcribed it as it appears above, but when the FBI 
transcribed the dictabelts in July 1964 to create WCE 1974, the first "78" 
became "58", the second " 78 " became "488", and each was described as being 
"garbled". Once again, Texas researcher Dr. J.T. Jones has been able to 
resolve the issue. Preliminary harmonic analysis of the voice of "78" seems 
to confirm that it is, in fact, the voice of Officer Tippit. Furthermore, 
the FBI were unable to identify anyone using the call numbers 58 and 488 , 
and there is nothing in the available evidence to indicate who might have 
used those numbers. 



At about 1:16 the dispatcher called unit 69 , Patrolman Brock, who 
shortly before had cleared at the DPD garage, and instructed him to "remain 
in the downtown area available for call". This order, the significance of 
which will shortly become evident, is missing from all the official 
transcripts. 

Immediately after the dispatcher gave the time as 1 :16 on channel 1, 
a citizen cut in on the police radio to report the shooting of a police 
officer. The 1967 transcript reads as follows: 

Citizen 
Dispatcher 

Citizen 
Dispatcher 
Dispatcher 

Citizen 
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Dispatcher 

Citizen 


What location on Tenth Street? 
Between I.arsalis and Beckley. 
It's a police officer. Somebody 
shot him. IJhat's this? 404 
Tenth Street. 


Dispatcher 


78 


Citizen 


You got that? It * s in a police 
car number 10 . 


Dispatcher 


78 


Citizen 


Hello, police operator, did 


Dispatcher 


you get that? A police officer - 


510 East Jefferson. 


Dispatcher 


Signal 19 involving a police 
officer, 510 East Jefferson. 


Citizen 


Thank you. 


35 


35 


Dispatcher 


The citizen using the police 
radio remain off the air nov;. 


Dispatcher 


91 


69 


69 * s going out there. 


Dispatcher 


10-4, 69 , Code 3. 



There ore a number of inconsistencies in the official transcrints 
uith regard to the reporting over channel 1 of Tip-iit 's murder by a member 
of the public. The Secret Service transcript, although it purports to be a 
transcript of "calls during the assassination of the President and the 
murder of Officer Tippit", contains none of this text. The other transcripts 
reflect a series of major differences, which must he resolved. 



The first difference concerns the initial reference to 78 , Officer 
Tipnit. \IC2 705 alone shows that "Someone in the background said 78 , squad 
car, number 10" immediately after the citizen identified the location of 
the shooting as 404 Tenth Street, and before the dispatcher called Tinpit 
by his call number, 78 . The other transcripts, and a careful review of the 
tape recording, show that the first mention of 78 was made by the channel 1 
dispatcher. 



The official transcripts also suggest that an "unknown voice" was 
also responsible for the first reference to 510 East Jefferson. However, 
both my own study and that of Dr. J.T. Jones strongly suggest that it was 
the dispatcher, and not someone at the scene of the shooting, who mentioned 
510 East Jefferson. It is clearly apparent that the oerson sneaking on the 
police radio was unaware of the exact location, end was correctly informed 
by someone else at the scene of the correct address, 404 Tenth Street. So 
where did the East Jefferson address come from? 

The third aspect of the Tippit shooting which requires an exolanation 
concerns Officer Brock, to whom the call number 69 had been assigned. It 
trill be remembered that, only moments before the Tipnit shooting was first 
renorted, Brock had been ordered make himself "available for call" in the 
downtown area. Immediately after the shooting was ronorted, and without a 
word from the dispatcher, Brock called the dispatcher to inform him that he 
was going to the scene, and the dispatcher acknowledged his call. Was this 
the unforeseen "call" for which Brock had been told to malic himself 
available? 

Before trying to put these numerous differences in the official 
transcripts into some sort of perspective, one final radio transmission on 
that tragic afternoon should be noted. At about 12:52 Officer Ilelcon was 
apparently in the vicinity of Dealcy Plaza, following his telephone call 
to the Sheriff 's Office. He was not told to return to the Oak Cliff area to 
join Officer Tipoit as originally instructed at 12:45, and he was next 
he ? xd from at about 1:25 v:hen ho renorted that he v/aa in his car at "lm 
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and Houston Streets. He asked the disnatcher v/hether he should go to the 
scene of the Tippit shooting, and was told to go elsewhere instead. It should 
be noted here, also, that l.’CE 2645 j a totally unrelated DPD report which was 
included in the records of the Uarren Commission, states that Nelson was 
ordered to the vicinity of the Texas School Book Depository after the 
President's shooting, and remained on duty in front of the building for the 
remainder of the afternoon. 

Figure 2 tabulates the discrepancies between the 1967 transcript and 
the four official ones. Sven a cursory examination shows that most of the 
telephone-related transmissions are missing, even from the supposedly 
verbatim FBI transcript of July 1964 . There are differences between the 
larch transcript prepared by Bowles (t/CE 705) and the one prepared in July 
by the FBI (WCE 1974). While these may be simple transcription errors and 
differences, evidence has already been offered in support of the theory 
that the dictabelts were copied between the creation dates of the two 
transcripts. Be that as it may, there is also evidence now which suggests 
that the channel 1 recording differed between December 1963 (Sawyer Exhibit) 
and Larch 1964* since the order to Tippit to be at large for any emergency 
in the Oak Cliff area was on channel 2 as of December 19*63. 
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3«3 The Sirens Problem 

Ever since the HGCA's acoustic evidence came to public attention, it 
has been unanimously agreed that the elansod time between the shooting in 
Dealey Plaza and the recording of the sound of sirens on channel 1 by the 
ooen microphone was an important factor in determining whether or not the 
police motorcycle with that open microphone was part of the motorcade 
itself. Critics' of the acoustics evidence point to the fact that the sirens 
cannot be heard for a considerable time sifter the shots were fired. This, 
coupled with the fact that the vehicles with the sirens are clearly passing 
rather than accompanying the open microphone, has prompted the conclusion 
that the open microphone was stationary, and was probably located on the 
Stemmons Freeway somewhere near the Trade Part. Former DPD Sergeant Jim 
Bowles has thus far refused to name the officer he believes had the open 
microphone, but has revealed that this officer was near the north narking 
lot of the Trade Kart, in the company of a number of other officers. 

The Ramsey panel acknowledged that there are still a number of 
anonolies with respect to the recording of the sirens. However, the panel 
reported that Officer Leslie Beilharz, who was close to the Trade Kart when 
the motorcade passed by en route to Parkland Hospital, has said that there 
is a "good possibility" that his was the open microphone. The panel also 
pointed out that the distance from Dealey Plaza to the Trade Kart is 2.273 
miles, and that the driver of the presidential limousine, Secret Service 
Agent William Greer, told the Warren Commission that he reached speeds of 
up to 50 miles per hour on the journey from the assassination scene to the 
hospital. Based on their conclusion, which will be discussed in more detail 
later, that approximately I 87 seconds elapsed between the tinw •f the 
shooting and the recording of the sirens, the implied hut unacknowledged 
finding of the panel was that DPD motorcycle officer Beilharz 1 belated 
claim is consistent with the facts. But is it? An important factor in 
determining the location and identity of the officer with the open micro- 
phone is the true elapsed time between the shooting and the recording of 
th"e sound of the sirens. 

The Ramsey panel reported that 123 seconds elapsed between Sheriff 
Decker's "Hold everything secure" order and the sound of the sirens on 
channel 1. The panel also reported 64 seconds of continuous radio traffic 
on channel 2 between Chief Curry's "Go to the hospital" order and Decker's 
message. Therefore, I 87 seconds elapsed between Curry's order to go to 
Par!:land Hospital and the sound of the sirens. However, the panel made no 
attempt to establish how much time elapsed between the shooting and Curry's 
command. 

In the course of preparing a paper which he submitted to the HSCA, 
private investigator Anthony Pellicano spoke with Curry, who told Pellicano 
that "immediately after the shots we re fired" he transmitted his "Go to the 
hospital" message on channel 2 of the DPD radio. However, this conflicts 
not only with Curry's testimony before the Warren Commission but also with 
comments he has made in the intervening time. Curry told the Warren 
Commission that he did not transmit on channel 2 until after he spoke to 
Officer Jim Chaney, who was riding a motorcycle to the right and rear of 
President Kennedy. In conversations since 1964 , Curry has always maintained 
that he was unaware of the fact that anyone had been struck by a bullet 
until Chaney told him. Curry' told Gary Mack that he slowed down in order to 
find out if anyone had been hurt, and to then tell Secret Service Agent 
Greer hoi; to get to Parkland Hospital. 

There is evidence to support this claim. Former D?’D officer Earle V. 
Brovn told Dallas newsman Earl Cols in Parch lp80 that he saw the 
presidential limousine and four other cars in the motorcade stop for at 
least 30 seconds ju: I west of Dealey Plaza, on the Etemmons Freeway access 
ramp, under the northbound Etenmonc lane in the Btemmons Freeway Underpass. 
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In his previously quoted conversation with Gary rack. Chief Curr- confirmed 
Crown's account. In October 198 I. lack interviewed Off^ r n r C ,° nfirr - cd 
«:ho had been riding alongside ChL>ey it thTrtS&JJ of ±t D n \ J “ ] fc ?° n ’ 
Jackson said he and Chaney stopped on Kim Street after the shots m were n fired 
Cur " hS + r Pee * dmm "» and looked around. They then soed off to catch Chief’ 

5: iLd c^ ITI t T kS thr ° UGh the richt front '--indow of the” 

police lead car to Curry. Jackson told Kack that it took them "10 

to^cpe^ wSh e c^.° r 1CSS " t0 CatCh Un " ith the lead car ** for Chaney* 

° nC that the 30 second delay reported by Farle Brown 

coincides exactly with the 30 seconds which Chaney and Jackson toov to 

nroven^ X aSSUnpti °" which, it must be stressed, had not been 

secondi’elansed ti 3 S ^°°- d Peri ° d nUSt be a4ded t0 the Ramnc y uaneFI 1 O 7 

fin^l shot C ^ ^ 3 M " t0tal tine of 21 ? seconds between the 

iinal shot and the recorded sound of tho Birens. 

Jaok Df 11 *® 13 filmed the motorcade as it emerged from the Triole 

west r of 8 the Under f00t ° f 3treet * 2 ®-niels was standing about 200 feet 
lh \T*o« th U " d erpass, on -the north side of the street. !Iis film, which 
the HSCA saw for the first time on December 28 , I 978 (the day before the 

on^ Itreef Sh °'' 3 ° ffiCCr Chan ^ in a stationary position 

^.f Lm S * r * et at least 15 seconds after the final shot, confirming what 

seconds IddL^TtL^^h^Lt'o^s^rns' 1 :!:;^ ^.^“g^he ” 

z\:it b v or 3 minutBs Md 52 secondsr *“• 

Table As Elapsed time between shots and recorded 
sounds of sirens on DPD radio channel 1 



Time in 
seconds 

000 - 
015 - 

0<5 - 



109 

232 



Event 

Final shot fired in Dealey Plaza. 

Daniels film shows Chaney stationary on Elm Street. 
Chaney and Jackson catch up with lead car. Chaney 
speaks through window to Curry. Curry transmits "Go 
to hospital" order on channel 2. 

Decker transmits "Hold everything secure" order on 
channel 2, which is also recorded on channel 1. 
Sound of sirens, lasting approximately 36 seconds, 
recorded on channel 1. 



„,n,J+ erlf I Decker s report to the Warren Commission adds weight to the 
“ d aCCur 7, of Table A. Decker, who was riding in the lead car 

hie did nef + Urry ^ jeC r 3ervice La « 33 n «« d Sorrels, said that 

he did not transmit on channel 2 until they were on the Stemmons Freeway, 

— i "- t ««» *»•* 

recordf^ 311 ela £ Bed W “ e of aXmoB-t 4 minutes between the final shot and the 
niched,^ r soun d of sirens consistent with those siren sounds bein- 

■the Trid' ^ ? p ®” mi f ro P hon e on a police motorcycle located at or near 
the Trade 1 art, 2.273 mile 3 away? 

panel J with°vi + ^ th ?/ 0rn,er 1JPD radio supervisor who provided the Ramsey 
panel with vital evidence in respect of the acoustics data, has conducted 
his own research into the assassination. His intimate knowledge of Dallas 
and the functioning of its police department, together with discussions 
and interviews with fellow officers who were involved in and with the 
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motorcade, has given him an unequalled insight into the events in Dallas 
that day. In a reconstruction of the journey from Dcaley Plaza to Parkland 
Hospital which allowed 15 to 20 seconds for the delays reported by Earle 
Btot.ti and Jesse Curry, Bowles found that it took only 2 minutes to reach 
the point on Stemnons near the Trade Kart where the officer with the open 
microphone was* said to be. 

Bov/1 es, the local expert, calculated an elapsed time of approximately 
2 minutes; the Ramsey panel accented 3 minutes and 7 seconds as being 
consistant with the testimony of the driver of the President's limousine; 
and the known facts suggest an elapsed 'shots-to-sirens' time of 3 minutes 
52 seconds. Which estimate is correct? 

Because the Ramsey panel did not evaluate the other available data, 
it used the timing of Curry's order to "Go to the hosoital" as a basis for 
its timing of the final shot. This gave the panel a 187 second interval 
from the final shot to the start of the siren sounds. The panel then used 
the departure from the Plaza, and the delays and hesitations therein, to 
conclude that the average speed between Dealey Plaza and the Trade I-iart of 
43.6 mph was acceptable. The panel attempted further justification of this 
rather slow speed by noting that "there were turns, traffic, a heavy car, 

Irs. Kennedy and a Secret Service Agent crawling over the back of the car, 
and a critically wounded passenger to slow the average sneed." 

The reality of the matter is that Curry gave the order to go to Parklnnd 
Hospital after the confusion in the Plaza had been sorted out, and after he 
spoke to Officer Chaney. Prom then until it reached the point on the 
Stemmonc Freeway where the officer allegedly stood with his open micronhone, 
the limoucine only had to negotiate the short upward rams onto the Freev.ay 
before it reached a multi-lane highway which was free of traffic - there 
v/ere no turns and no traffic, Mrs. Kennedy was not crawling over the back 
of the car, and the car itself w as a 3pecially-eouiooed high-powered 
limousine. 

Secret Service Agent Greer's testimony, which indicated speeds of up 
to 50 miles per hour at times, relates to the journey from Elm Street to 
Parkland Hospital as a whole. A more accurate reflection of the limousine's 
speed during the crucial period on the Stemnons Freeway is the testimony of 
Agents Clint Hill and Rufus Youngblood. Hill said that they travelled at 
between 60 and 65 miles per hour, and Youngblood said it was between 6C and 
70 miles per hour. Both estimates are consistant with what might reasonably 
be expected of a top notch Secret Service driver on an open, dry road, en 
route to a hospital with the mortally wounded President in the back of the 
car. At these speeds, Bowles' estimate of two minutes would appear to be 
correct for the trip from the Stemmons ramp to the point on the Freeway at 
which the open microphone was allegedly located. Therefore, the fact - which 
the Ramsey Danel established - that I 87 seconds elapsed from the limousine's 
departure from the ramp until the sirens were first heard, strongly 
mitigates against the open microphone being anywhere near the Trade I-.art, 
unless for some unloiotm and suspicious reason the limousine kept its speed 
down to under 44 mph while on the Freeway. As that is so highly unlikely, 
another explanation for the timing of the sound of the sirens, end another 
location for the open microphone, must be sought. 
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3.4 Motorcycle And Other Sounds 



j 
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Figure 3 results from an analysis of the principal sounds transmitted 
over channel 1 of the DPD radio by the open microphone. The sounds are 
mainly those of the motorcycle engine, but other significant sounds were also 
recorded. The times shown on the left of Figure 3 are the elapsed times in 
relation to the final shot, using the timing calculated in section 3*3 and 
shown in Table A. The times on the right of Figure 3 are those calculated 

with reference to the final shot as specified by the HSCA. 

The issue under review here is whether or not any useful intelligence 
can be derived from a study of the motorcycle engine noise as recorded on 

channel 1. If, ac the evidence of section 3.3 indicates, the open microphone 

was not located anywhere near the Trade Hart, can the motorcycle engine 
noise give any indication as to the whereabouts of that microphone? 

Essentially, Figure 3 indicates that the motorcycle was in motion at 
the time the shots were fired (unless othervd.se stated, references to the 
time of the shooting relate to those on the left of Figure 3, as calculated 
in section 3.3). Over a period of slightly more than 1-3- minutes thereafter, 
the motorcycle apparently slowed down, before coming to a halt just prior 
to Sheriff Decker’s channel 2 transmission which was picked up on channel 
1. Eight seconds before that transmission, channel 1 recorded what is 
presumably a police officer saying "All right, Jackson". Since this message 
does not appear on channel 2, it must be assumed that the speaker was using 
or was at least close to a microphone switched to channel 1. There was an 
officer named Jackson in the motorcade (mentioned earlier in section 3.3), 
and apart from the dispatcher named Jackson, the police assignment logs 
for that day do not show anyone else of that name. The "All right, Jackson" 
message therefore suggests that, whether or not there was smother open 
microphone elsewhere, there may well have been one in the motorcade. 

Ten seconds after the Decker transmission, channel 1 recorded what 
the HSCA experts identified as the sound of a carillon bell. Despite 
extensive research both by the HSCA and later by private citizens, the 
origin of this bell sound cannot be identified. However, a number of 
observations not made by the HSCA's experts are in order viith regard to 
this sounds 

- Just prior to the bell sound are two ’bleeps’ (H-tones) which indicate 
that another transmission on channel 1 was being attempted. This is 
confirmed by the fact that the bell sound i3 abrupt, suggesting that 
it was picked up by a different microphone; 

- The pitch of the sound appears to go from high to low, which is not 
characteristic of church bell sounds, and the sound lacks the smooth- 
ness which one normally associates with such bells; 

- Comparison of the channel 1 ’bell sound 1 with a channel 2 recording 
of a partial siren sound suggests that the two are at least similar, 
if not identical, to the unaided ear; 

- Police motorcycle patrol officers who have listened to the ’bell’ say 
that it is identical to the sound generated by driving a motorcycle 
over a metal manhole cover. 

Therefore, while there is no evidence indicating the existance of a 
church hell in the vicinity of the possible open microphone locations, tiro 
other options exict to suggest possible sources of the "bell sound". Either 
explanation may be correct, and both possibilities warrant investigation. 

Immediately after the bell sound can be heard what appears to be the 
noise of two motorcycles passing the open microphone, followed by sounds 
which resemble a motorcycle kickstand being raised. Then, 27 seconds after 
it app«arcntly stopped, the motorcycle with the onen microphone scorns to 
move off. An echo, suggesting the motorcycle was passing through a tunnel, 
can be heard 11 seconds later, and 7 seconds after this the motorcycle 
appears to stop again. The engine noise suggests that the motorcycle stopped 
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Figure 3: Analysis of Motorcycle and Other 
Sounds recorded on channel 1 



Elapsed Time 
in seconds 

000 

006 
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181 
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213 

225 
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EVENT 



Final shot fired in Dealey Plaza 
Motorcycle chances gear 
Second gear change 

Voice - "All right, Jackson" (some believe 
this is "All right, Chaney") 

Engine slows, and possibly stops 

Decker message - "Hold everything secure" 

Final shot, as determined by the H3CA 

Sound resembling a carillon bell 

Sound of passing motorcycle 

Second motorcycle passes open microphone 

Noise resembling kickstand being raised 

Motorcycle accelerates rapidly 

Echo, as if passing through underpass 

Engine slows, and then idles 

Noise resembling kickstand being raised 

Motorcycle begins to move off 

Motorcycle accelerates 

Motorcycle slows down considerably 

Movement of, or near, open microphone 

Motorcycle accelerates again 

Someone whistling an unidentified tune 

Echo, as if passing through an underpass 

Sirens, lasting approximately 36 seconds 

Motorcycle stops 

Partial channel 2 transmission by Sergeant 
S.Ci, Bellah (call number 190) 

Partial channel 2 transmission by Officer 
B.tf. Hargis (call number 136) 

Voices - possibly a woman saying M ^h, my God" 

Partial channel 2 transmission by Sergeant 
J.V. Harkness (call number 260 ) 

Engine idling 

Sound resembling kickstand being raised 
I ot or cycle moves off slowly 



Elapsed Time 
in seconds 
(see text) 
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for about 14 seconds, after which the kickstand was apparently raised and 
the motorcycle moved off again. Thereafter, the motorcycle apparently 
remained in motion for about 1-J minutes. During this period, ‘the sound of 
someone whistling an unidentifiable tune can be heard, the motorcycle 
apparently passed through a second tunnel or underpass, and then the 
previously discussed sound of sirens can be heard for approximately 36 
seconds. 

The channel 1 sounds suggest that, after the motorcycle stopped again 
just over 4 minutes after the shooting, it remained stationary for a period 
in excess of 5 minutes, before moving off again. During that 5 minute period, 
three channel 2 transmissions were partially recorded on channel 1, which 
tends to suggest that the open microphone was on a motorcycle which was 
parked near at least one other stationary microphone switched to channel 2, 

The sequence of events described above are difficult to reconcile with 
the theory that they were recorded by an open microphone located on the 
Stemnons Freeway, in particular those sounds which suggest the motorcycle 
went through at least two tunnel-like areas. However, without detailed 
testimony from Officer Beilharz who, along with the Ramsey panel, appears 
to think that his was probably the motorcycle with the open microphone, his 
movements in the 9 minutes after the shots were fired cannot be compared 
with the movements implied by the sounds recorded over channel 1. 

The only public record of Beilharz* activities in the period of time 
surrounding the assassination appeared in a story by Earl Golz in the Dallas 
rprning News on April 14, 1982. In that article, Beilharz claimed not to 
remember any radio transmissions at the time of the shooting because, he 
said, his radio was malfunctioning and simply did not pick them up. Beilharz 
added that he was unaware of the shooting while he was at his assigned 
location at the intersection of the Stemmons Freeway end Industrial 
Boulevard. Beilharz said he remained at the intersection for approximately 
5 minutes after the motorcade passed by, before he decided to follow it to 
Parkland Hospital. It was only on arrival there, he said, that he heard 
about the shooting in Dealey Plaza from other officers. However, if Beilharz 
spoke to nobody until he arrived at the hospital, and his radio was failing 
to pick up transmissions, how did he know — especially as the motorcade had 
passed his location some five minutes earlier - where the motorcade had 
gone? 



The channel 1 sounds discussed here, and listed in Figure 3, are very 
consistant with the known movements of another police officer, however. A 
study of all the relevant still photographs and motion picture films shows 
that the motorcycle noises recorded on channel 1 coincide with remarkable 
accuracy to the documented movements of Officer B.W. Hargis, who was riding 
his motorcycle in the motorcade to the left and rear of the President. It 
is particularly interesting to note the accuracy and consistancy of the 
channel 1 sounds to Hargis' known movements when the HSCA's timing of the 
final shot is used, instead of the timing established earlier in section 
3.3 and used in the foregoing discussion. This correlation is illustrated in 
Figure 4. 

There is a question with regard to Hargis which deserves close scrutiny 
both by the Justice Department and the House Judiciary Committee, as well 
as by anyone who wishes to attempt further research and analysis. In his 
book "The Plot to Kill the President", HSCA Chief Counsel and Staff Director 
G. Robert Blakey said that the HSCA "did not contact Hargis, who was ill at 
the time of our investigation". However, a footnote in Volume XI of the 
HSCA'c published evidence shov/s that a ctaff interview with Hargis took 
place on October 26, 1977* Furthermore, in a let tor dated January 12, 1979, 
Dr. Jrunes Barger of BBH was advised of the close similarity between Hargis' 
known movements and those implicit in the sounds transmitted by the open 
microphone. It would appear that Dr. Barger, very properly I hasten to add, 
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Pi (rure 4s Correlation between recorded sounds 
and known and projected movements 
of D?D Officer B.W. Harris 



Recorded Event s 
- Motorcycle gear changes 



- Engine slowing, then stopping 



- Two passing motorcycles 



- Kickstand being raised, and 
motorcycle accelerating 



- Echo, motorcycle slows/stops, 
then moves off again 



- Motorcycle accelerates, then 
slows, then accelerates again 



- Echo, sound of sirens, then 
motorcycle stops 



- Partial transmission by Hargis 
on channel 2, picked up on 
channel 1 



Interpretation 

- Consist ant with Hargis changing 
gear on the turns into Houston 
and Elm Streets 

- Hargis slowed, and stormed after 
the final shot, according to the 
film taken by eyewitness Orville Nix 

- Officer Chaney passed Hargis* 
motorcycle just over 15 seconds 
after shots. The Bell film shows 
Officer H.B. McLain passing Hargis' 
motorcycle 18 seconds after shots 

- Hargis told l/arren Commission that 
he left his motorcycle, ran across 
Elm to the wall atop the knoll, and 
then returned. Still photo by Bothun 
shows Hargis remounting, approx. 25 
seconds after the final shot 

- Hargis testified he rode under the 
Triple Underpass and looked around 
for anyone acting suspiciously 
before he moved off again 

- Hargis testified he rode under the 
northbound Stemmons Underpass, looped 
around looking for anything/ anyone 
suspicious, then turned back 

- Hargis testified he returned to the 
Book Depository, thereby passing 
through at least 1 more underpass. 

The sirens may have been on police 
vehicles at rear of motorcade, going 
vest towards Stemmons as Ilargis rode 
east on Elm toward Book Depository, 
where he stopped for a considerable 
time 

- Hargis spoke to eyewitn esses near 
Book Depository, and may have used 
another radio, near his own, to 
transmit on channel 2 between 12:34 
and 12:35 



Note: Although included in the DPD transcript of December 1963, Hargis 1 

channel 2 transmission between 12:34 and 12:35 which was nicked 
up on channel 1 was omitted from the FBI transcript of July 1964 
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ar id said that it may have been switched - as it usually was - to channel 1. 
He also testified that the transmit button on his microphone was known to 
stick, and that it had done so on a number of previous occasions, but he 
did not know if it was stuck at any time that day. He recalled hearing only 
one shot, and he said he heard it v/hen he was approximately halfway between 
Main and TClm Streets, on Houston Street. On the basis of the findings of 
the acoustics experts, the supporting photographic evidence, and the public 
testimony of McLain, the II3CA concluded that Officer II. 3. McLain was most 
likely to have been the officer with the open microphone. 

The questions about the identity and location of the officer with the 
onen microphone we re first raised by none other than IcLain himself. On 
January 4, 1979» just two days after the HSCA's summary findings were made 
public, and exactly one week after his own testimony was taken, McLain told 
C3S television viewers that he was not the officer in question. McLain told 
interviewer Eric Snberg that immediately after the shots were fired he 
turned on his siren, end sped after the limousine towards Parkland Hospital. 
If this were true, McLain could not have recorded the assassination, since 
- as we have seen - no sirens can be heard on channel 1 until almost four 
minutes after the final shot was fired. KcLain said he turned on his siren 
in response to Chief Curry* s order to proceed to Par'iland, transmitted on 
channel 2 about 45 seconds after the shooting. Therefore, in addition to 
the lack of siren sounds immediately after the Curry message, the fact that 
he responded to an order given over channel 2 meant that McLain’s radio was 
not then tuned to channel 1. 

The HSCA's response, presented in it3 final report published on July 
29, 1979> simply dismissed McLain's statements. The Committee believed that 
* cLr.ir. aay have heard Curry's order over the radio of another motorcycle 
nearby (as McLain had testified was possible), and stated that 1 cLain was 
oimply mistaken on the point of his use of his siren. In rejecting IcLain's 
claims, the II3CA was also rejecting the evidence of its own acoustics 
experts, dr. Barger had told the Committee that approximately 5 seconds 
before the first shot was recorded, the noise level of the engine on which 
the jammed transmitter was mounted dropped appreciably. This fact alone is 
sufficient to preclu-.e McLain as the officer with the open microphone. He 
simply could not have reached the point on Houston Street where the first 
shot was recorded, in the four or five seconds available to him from the 
tine he is visible in the Hughes film, if he were decelerating during that 
period. 

Unfortunately, the H3CA did not conduct a detailed study of the noise 
generated by the engine of the motorcycle with the open microphone. Such a 
study was, however, undertaken by Steve Barber, and it forms the basic for 
Figure 3. As noted earlier, the relevant photographic evidence links the 
movements of Officer Hargis to the recorded engine sounds much better than 
do the movements of McLain. Indeed, the photographic evidence shows McLain 
passing Hargis' stationary motorcycle about 10 seconds after the fin* 1 
shot, whi ch is consistent with IcLain's statements to CBS. 

The testimony of Officer Hargis also highlights the consistancy of his 
actions with the recorded sounds. Hargis, who wa3 riding about 10 feet to 
the rear and immediately to the left of the presidential limousine, told 
the Warren Commission in 1964 that "... I stopped and got off my motorcycle 
and ran to the right-hand side of the 3trcct, behind the light pole.-., and 
I ran up to this kind of a little wall, brick wall up there to see if I 
could get a better look... Then I got hack on my motorcycle, which was still 
running, and rode underneath the first underpass to look on the opposite 
side in order to see if I could see anyone running away from the scene, and 
since I didn't see anyone coming from that direction I rode under the second 
unJernacs, which ir. 3ter.mons Thcpr cssway and went up around to see if I could 
see anyone coming from across Htemmons and hack that way, and I couldn't 
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see anything that was of a suspicious nature, so I cane back to the Texas 
.School 3ook Depository... I went to a gap that had not been filled, which 
was at the southwest corner." 

The similarity between Hargis’ known movements and the sounds on the 
channel 1 recording, correlated in Figure 4 > are obviously open to other 
internretations. It may be argued that Hargis, like I cLain, does not "fit" 
the acoustical facts, 3ince he was not in the locations where the sounds 
of the shots on channel 1 matched the sounds produced during the IISCA’s 
1978 reconstruction, either. This fact, in addition to the fact that Hargis 
transmitted on channel 2 between 12:34 and 12:35 (after he arrived at the 
Texas School Book Depository), cannot simply be dismissed. However, the 
weight of the evidence favouring Hargis rather than I.cLain, 3eilharz, or 
any other officer, is such that without a viable alternative, Hargis must 
remain the ’best case*. 



4 . A Working Hypothesis : 



At approximately 12:31 pm on November 22, 1963, exactly 143.62 seconds 
after a police motorcycle radio became jammed in the 'transmit' mode, a 
series of impulses were recorded over channel 1 of the DPD radio. Following 
a scries of exhaustive tests, these impulses were identified by the lISCA's ’ 
acoustic scientists as the radio-transmitted "fingerprint” of a shot fired 
at President Kennedy's limousine from the Texas School Book Depository. A 
second series of impulses, caused by a second shot from the Book Depository, 
was detected on channel 1, 1.6 seconds later. A third shot, which this time 
originated from behind the fence at the top of the grassy knoll to the 
right/front of the limousine, was identified 6 seconds later. A fourth and 
final series of impulses, again consistent v/ith the acoustic fingerprint of 
a gunshot from the Book Depository, was detected 0.7 seconds after the third 
shot, a total of 8.3 seconds after the first shot was fired. According to 
the results of their tests, the HSCA experts concluded that these four sets 
of impulses had been recorded over the open microphone, which they found 
was located somewhere in the region of 120 to 160 feet behind the limousine 
during the period of the shooting. 



The 1982 report of the Ramsey panel cast serious doubt on the findings 
of the HSCA acoustics experts, however. The panel identified part of a 
channel 2 transmission by Sheriff Bill Decker in the midst of the static on 
channel 1, just 1.15 seconds prior to the third series of impulses said by 
the HSCA's experts to represent a shot. As discussed in section 3.3, 

Decker's order to "Hold everything secure" was in fact transmitted over 
channel 2 some 109 seconds after the final shot was fired. Therefore, since 
the Ramsey panel proved conclusively that the Decker message was recorded 
simultaneously on both channels, the two sets of scientific conclusions 
wore mutually incompatible. Either the HftCA's experts wore correct or the 
Ramsey panel's experts were correct; both could not bo correct. Thi 3 conflict, 
apparently irreconcilable, and physically impossible, is tabulated below in 
Table B: 



Table B: HSCA and Ramsey Panel Findings 



Time in 
seconds 



Event 



0.00 


First shot, as 1 


1.60 


Second shot, as 


6.45 


Decker message, 


7.60 


Third shot, as < 


8.30 


Fourth shot, as 



We have already seen that there are a number of questions regarding 
the authenticity of the currently existing channel 1 dictabclts. We have 
also seen that there is evidence to suggest that the dictabelts produced 
on November 22, 1963, were copied on one or more occasions in 1963/4. In 
section 3.2 we saw a possible reason for such copying - the removal of one 
or more embarassing references to a telephone call or series of calls, 
involving DPD Officers R.C. Kelson and J.D. Tippit. The Ramsey panel 
considered, and rejected, the hypothesis that Decker's order v*as superimposed 
over the shot sound impulses on the channel 1 dictabelt. For some unknown 
reason, however, the panel did not look at the possibility that the shots 
were over-recorded onto the segment of the dictabelt which contained the 
Decker message. 

Since publication of the Ramsey report, I have devoted a considerable 
deal Of thought to possible methods of superimposing the shot sounds over 
the Decker message. However, since I have been unable to improve on it, the 
method proposed by Paul lloch in a letter to Dr. Barger of BBN on February 
27, 1982 remains the m03t like, and as such is presented here. 
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A prerequisite of the Hoch scenario is that, whatever it was that had 
to be deleted from the dictabelt, it occurred somewhere in the eeriod 
between the first shot and the Decker transmission, an elanscd time of 117 
seconds. 

Two Dictaphone machines would be necessary: one for playback, and one 
for re-recording. The recording machine could not sirnoly be made to pause 
labile making the copy, since this would remove the offending material but 
also leave the resulting output belt too short. Therefore, a full out nut 
belt could be made by simply turning the playback volume down completely 
- or by removing the connecting cable - once it neared the offending part 
of the belt, and then turning it back up again, in time to pick up the 
Decker message. This would produce a full output dictabelt, but the belt 
would have an obvious gap where nothing was recorded. In doing this, it is 
quite possible that the shot sound impulses (recorded on the original belt 
but inaudable to the unaided ear) might not be on the duplicate dictabelt. 

How should the gap in the output dictabelt be filled, to make it sound 
like the surrounding segment of the original belt? How better than to fill 
it with a copy of what was recorded just prior to the offending material - 
just radio static, to the casual listener? 

The playback Dictaphone is positioned prior to the offending material, 
and the recording Dictaphone is positioned at the start of the gap on the 
copy belt. Then, the "static** is recorded until the receiving dictabelt has 
gone past the end of the gap. This in turn will mean that a portion of the 
output dictabelt has been recorded on twice, but since the intention is to 
create a "clean" output recording, such over-recording is of no consequence. 
If one assumes that the recording is allowed to continue to a later point 
during this copying sten than occurred in the first sten - in other words, 
this time it goes past the shot sounds - then quite by chance the shots 
have been deleted from their original position on the dictabelt, and have 
now beer, overlaid on the Decker message. All that remains, then, is to make 
a^copy of the outnut dictabelt so that no physical trace of the overlay 
exists. The stages in thi3 copy operation are diagrammed below: 



j 




As Paul Hoch Pointed out, this particular hypothesis can be tested 
relatively easily. Some material orior to the time of the shots would anpear 
twice on the new "original" dictabelt, but since this material probably 
consists of no morn than the irregular 'bleeps* caused by other radios 
vrying to occupy the channel, it would need very careful study in order to 
detect such duplication. 

The Ramsey eancl examined the "original" dictabelt which they obtained 
from the Justice Deportment, and confirmed that there were no physical aims 
or over-recording. However, with the hypothesis outlined above, there would 
he no such indications. Therefore, while the Ramney panel did not rely 
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entirely on the absence of physical signs of over-recording to conclude 
that it did not take nlace, it vas certainly a contributing factor in that 
conclusion. 

There is confirmation of the viability of such a scenario from the 
Dictaphone Corporation itself. In October 19Cl, Paul Hoch and his fellot: 
researcher Robert Rnnftel visited irith Bill rc’.Jilliams of the Customer 
ocrvice department of the Oalzland office of the Dictaphone Corporation. It. 
I. c williams told then that the original information can survive ’'hen a. 
dictabclt i3 over-recorded, and the result typically sounds "mixed” - 
exactly i.-hnt can be heard on the extent dictabelt. Indeed, the entire copy 
procooc described earlier, v-ith its resulting mixture of shots and the 
Decker message, is totally consistent with the results predicted by I r. 

T cl/ill icons. Therefore, whether it happened or not, the foregoing scenario 
is technically possible, which is surely an essential requirement of its 
acceptance as a possibility. 

Like Paul Iloch, I do not feel particularly comfortable with such 
speculative analysis and hypothesising. Ilov/evcr, as in the case of Officer 
Hargis and the open microphone, in the absence of a better explanation the 
one offered here must suffice^ at least for the present time. 
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5. Summary : 

In the course of this paper, much of the non-scientif ic evidence 
recording the DPD channel 1 dictabelts has been examined in some detail. 

As for the scientific evidence itself, I leave analyses of that to those 
more oualified than I, in the belief that such analyses will support my 
oi:n findings. In particular, I believe that a review of the scientific 
evidence based on the assumption that Officer i.cLain was not the nolice 
motorcyclist with the onen microphone would, even at this late stage, be 
most appropriate. 

With reference to the evidence examined here, we have seen that there 
are queries regarding the basic facts of the recording process employed by 
the DPD on November 22, 1963 in respect of the channel 1 dictabelts. Here 
they of 15 or 30 minutes duration each? Was channel 1 recorded continuously 
or by voice activation? './hat is the significance of the disputed 51 second 
gap in the recording, allegedly found by Jerome lUlkind of the Ramsey panel? 
These queries also have serious repercussions, in that the results of any 
study of the dictabelts could be significantly impacted by different 
answers to these questions. 

These issues apart., the chain of possession of the dictabelts is less 
than satisfactory in terms of completeness, (juite simply, there are too 
many missing links in that chain for comfort. We know that the belts were 
out of the possession of the DPD within a few days of the assassination, 
and remained so for a number of days. The official copies of the dictabelts 
made by the Secret Service for their own use, and made by the DPD for the 
i’-I, cannot now be found, although at least one of these four copies was 
deposited in the National Archives for safe keeping. Additionally, there is 
yhat I referred to as the "documented inaccuracy" of the chain of possession 
. T hile the evidence was being obtained and subsecuently used by the H3CA. In 
particular, there are a number of contradictory accounts of the date and 
content of the material obtained from Paul I cCaghren and handed over to Dr. 
Barger, v-uestions can also be reasonably asked about the HSC-i's inability 
or simple failure to document the complete chain of possession, and the 
committee's apparent satisfaction with the chain which they did document, 
finally, there is the possibility that both the FBI (in early Perch) and 
the Secret Service in Kay or June, had further unconfirmed access to the 
dictabelts in 1964 . 

The physical evidence of the dictabelts themselves poses still further 
questions. First, there is the 57 versus 60 Hs hurr. problem, with the 
resultant discrepancy whereby the recording is simultaneously 5 '/ too fast 
and % too slow, a discrepancy which in turn proves the dictabelts to be 
duplicates. Secondly, there are the differing* start times for the crucial 
dictabelt, apparently arising in the period between Narch and July I 964 . 
Thirdly, there arc questions about the condition of the dictabelts, which 
again seem to have taken place in the same I. arch/July period. Fourthly, a 
number of euestions exist with respect to the handwriting on the belts. Ns. 
Schwartz irrote some of it, but someone else apparently wrote a considerable 
amount more. *./e still do not know exactly when I.s. Schwartz wrote on the 
belts, which in itself is very important, but perhaps even more significant 
is the fact that we do not know who else wrote on those belts, or when they 
did so. 

The evidence summarised thus for points to the fact that the channel 1 
dictabelts which currently exist are not the one 3 which were created on 
November ??, 1063. Un cannot account for the whereabouts of the beltn at 
all tines since they were created, nor can wc establish the date and 
circustances surrounding e v ach and every access to then. Vfo cannot reconcile 
the oopa-ont anomolies regarding the tine at which the crucial belt beran, 
mil the duration of that belt, nor con we claim to find the midden deterior- 
ation in the condition of the belts net inf actor.y . ’./hen there r*r;pectr. are 
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considered in conjunction with the inconsistent power hum issue, they form 
a sound basis on which to conclude that the existing belts are not the 
original recordings. 

In drawing such a significant conclusion, one must be aware of the 
need to provide a suitable alternative to the presently held beliefs. If, 
as the evidence so clearly suggests, the dictabelts are duplicates rather 
than the originals, answers to some other questions must be offered. 

Vihy would anyone want to duplicate the channel 1 dictabelts? The most 
likely, and simple, explanation is that they were copied in order to save 
the originals from undue wear and tear, and to provide backups for use in 
the ongoing investigation. This explanation would appear reasonable, until 
one considers the very strange anomolies in the transcripts, particularly 
with reference to Officer J.D. Tippit, the second murder victim that day in 
Dallas. 

There are serious implications arising from the fact that a radio call, 
ordering Tinpit into the area in which he would later be shot, appears on a 
DPD produced channel 2 transcript, when that message was undoubtedly 
transmitted over channel 1. Even if one were to accent the unlikely theory 
that two DPD officers were preparing channel 1 and channel 2 transcripts in 
the same room at the same time, is it even remotely possible that they were 
both at the same point in their transcription at precisely the same time? 

’The only other explanation that appears to make any sense is that copies of 
both channel's recordings were being made in the same room at the same time, 
and the channel 2 copy somehow managed to pick up that channel 1 order to 
Tippit. Even this explanation presents problems, however, in that it does not 
explain i:hy that message to Tippit - and that message alone - was recorded 
onto the wrong channel. This in itself raises the possibility if not indeed 
the probability that the Tippit ness?.ge anonoly is proof of a further copy 
of the dictabelts being made prior to Larch 19M, and probably in December 

1963. 

• As discussed in dotail in section 3.2, it is my belief that ?. series 
of radio transmissions, probably relating to one or more telephone calls 
involving Officers Tippit and llelson, were edited out of the original DPD 
recordings, probably within a few weeks of the assassination. The facts 
that the channel 1 dispatcher referred to Tippit and an incorrect address 
for the scene of the crime before hearing the details from the citizen who 
first reported the shooting of Tippit, and the instruction to Officer Brock 
to be available "for call" immediately beforehand, coupled with crock's 
almost instantaneous response to the shooting, are all indicative, of some 
advance ’cnov/ledge on the part of the dispatcher. Since that knowledge did 
not apparently reach him by means of the radio which he was manning, one nust 
assume that either he left his post in the radio room or the transmissions 
containing the crucial information have been removed from the recording. The 
latter possibility v/ould appear the most likely, and since it is ouite 
possible that the relevant messages did not relate to the President's murder, 
their removal cannot be held to constitute wilfull tampering with material 
evidence, or its deliberate destruction. 

The evidence reviewed in this paper also peints to errors in the 
official evaluation of the extant data, particularly in respect of the ^SCA 
and ilansey panel's identifications of the officer with the open microphone. 
The siren and motorcycle engine noises identified in the recordings are not 
compatible with the known and projected movements of Officer I cLain, Officer 
Beilhrvrz, or anyone else located near the Trade I art, just off the Stewmons 
Freeway, The siren sounds arc also inconsistent with the reasonably assumed 
speed of the limousine on the frantic journey to the hospital, if they were 
recordod over the radios of i chain, 3cilhars, or another officer at the 
Trade 1 art. Airthornorr , the photographic evidence raises mirations over 
the II.iCA'c identification of 1 cLair. which cannot he r atisf actorily answered . 




Having dismissed McLain, Beilhars, and Bodies* unnamed "suspect" in 
the vicinity of the Trade I art, it is almost imperative that a vi~M . 
alternative he proposed. As reviewed in section 3.4 in some detail, ti.'« 
available evidence tends to indicate that there is at least a strong 
possibility that Officer Hargis was the motorcycle rider with the jammed 
radio microphone. The siren and detectable engine noises, along v/ith the 
independent photographic evidence which was reviewed neither by the IISCA 
nor the Ramsey panel, points more clearly to Hargis than to any other nolice 
motorcyclist. Therefore, unless one mints to totally disregard the acoustic 
evidence which so clearly establishes that the micronhonc was in Donley 
Plaza during the President's assassination, Hargis must remain the most 
likely candidate for the dubious distinction of being the officer in the 
DPD who ultimately led to the rejection of the Uarren Commission's case. 

There are questions about the Hargis issue which deserve further 
investigation, if not indeed official explanation. The Hargis transmission 
on channel 2 which was recorded in part on channel 1 was strangely missing 
from the 1964 FBI transcript. Tost peculiar of all, however, must be the 
contradictory evidence regarding the tv/o Hargis interviews with the HSCA. 
These facts must surely raise questions in any open mind about whether or 
not they are all surely coincidental. It is, of course, all possible - but 
is it likely? 

Until a more plausible explanation is forthcoming, Paul Hoch's theory 
about the method used to duplicate the channel 1 dictabelts remains, like 
Hargis, the "best bet" currently available. It at least provides us with a 
hypothesis which is perfectly possible, but even more importantly, it makes 
sense of the apparently irreconcilable differences between the scientific 
findings of the HSCA and the Ramsey panel. I/ith the Hoch scenario, there is 
a result which gives coual credibility to both sets of contradictory data, 
and allows both sets of findings to be correct. 

The evidence discussed in this paper appears to provide grounds for 
the claim that the DPD channel 1 dictabelts for November 22, 1963 were 
copied. They were possibly copied twice at least; once in December 1963 f 
and again sometime between March and July 1964. The belts were perhaps 
copied to protect them from undue use; there would appear to be evidence, 
however, which could be used to support the claim that the belts were copied 
in order to excise possibly embarassing references to Officers Tippit, 

Nelson, and Brock. If so, the DPD must be the most likely culprits; if not, 
then both the Secret Service and the FBI had the means and the opportunity 
to copy the belts, although neither apparently had a motive. 

As a result of these copies, it is most unlikely that the currently 
existing channel 1 dictabelts are the original belts produced on November 
22, 1963. Ac a further result of these copies being made, there are two sets 
of conflicting scientific findings, one of which cleaxly indicates the 
existance of a conspiracy, the other which equally clearly disproves it. 

Presented here is the evidence that such copies were made. However, 
also presented here is a copying hypothesis which apnarently allows these 
contradictory findings to be reconciled, v/ith the result that both could - 
in their ora sphere - be correct. In so doing, we can retain the probability 
that the assassination resulted from a conspiracy, while at the same time 
allowing both sets of scientists to save face, at least. He have also seen 
that there is evidence of a substantial nature v/hich points to Officer B.U. 
Hargis as the source of the open microphone transmissions, an identification 
which can be fully resolved and which warrants further investigation. 

The nucstion of conspiracy in the Kennedy assassination stands or falls 
on the authenticity of the acoustics evidence, in the eyes of the authorities 
at least. 1 any feel that other areas of research might be more fruitfully 
pursued, but it is my firm belief that, if the acoustics evidence can he 
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rejected, no further official interest will he taken in the truth about the 
assassination. It therefore seems imperative that the basis for any 
scientific analyses should be conclusively established. In view of the 
serious o.uestions raised about the authenticity of the ertant dictabelts in 
this paper, such a basis has not as yet been established. If these belts 
are not the original ones, as the evidence indicates, then it seems only 
reasonable that every possible effort should be made to locate the originals 
or to Quantify the possible differences which have been carried forward to 
the current dictabclts. Such is beyond my own resources — the responsibility 
can, however, be laid snuarely on the Justice Department, who are currently 
reviewing the evidence, i/uch of the data discussed in this paper has 
already been made available to the Justice Department; perhaps the best we 
can now do is to ensure that it is acted uoon before any further decisions 
arc taken. 
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